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OFFICE OF SEXATOR GEORGE McGOVERX 



Wepnesday, June 7, 1972. 

Nutrition Committep; Charges USDA Returning Ne,\ri.y Half Billion in 
Food Stamp Funds to Tkeasury 

Senator George McGovern (D-SD), Chairman of the Select Committee on 
Xutrition and Ilnnian Xeeds, today announced hearings on funds heing returned 
or withheld out of the Food Stauip Program, and the program intended to provide 
food siTVicc to needy preschoolchildren in Day Oare-typo .settings. Senator Charles 
II. Percy (R-Ill.) will chair Wednesday's hearing on the food stamp funds. Ad- 
ministration witnesses will a|)|>ear at the opening of the hearings to present a 
statement, and again at the conclusion of the hearings to respond to questions. 

Coming mider scrutiny in these hearings are the funds for the Food Stamp 
Program, and for Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act (the Special Food 
Service Program for Children). 

1. In the current fiscal year the Department of Agriculture had some $2.3 
billion available for the Food Stamp Program. However, the Department has 
kept such a close check on spending in all of the food assistance programs that 
the actual cost of the Food Stamp Program will be between .^1.8 and $1.9 billion. 

Despite the Department's long awareness that a "surplus** would be occurring 
in the program : 

• Regulations were imposed — without any such direction from Congress — 
which force recipients out of the Food Stamp Program if they participate 
in work, training, or educcition programs designed to make them self- 
sufficient ; 

• Raised the food stamp allotment as required by law. but hy only $4 per 
household, regardless of whether 1, 3. or even 6 persons are in the family 
(only households of 7 and 8 i)ersons will receive more than $4) despite the 
dramatic increase in the cost of food ; 

• Increased the price of the food stamps so that the "bonus stamps" have be- 
come an increasingly smaller proportion of the program ; and 

• Denied the State of Michigan (which had raised Its share of matching funds) 
the Federal share of costs for the outreach programs nmndated In the 1071 
amendments, on the basis that funds were not available. 

2. Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act was established in 19G8. to make 
food service available to needy children in nonprofit, nonresidential, nonschool 
settings such as day care programs, summer recreation sites, and .settlement 
houses. That program, which spent only about .$3 million in its first year of im- 
plementation, has grown rapidly in response to Increasing needs in day care and 
summer feeding. 

Since early in this fiscal year, the Child Xutrition Division of the FXS at 
USDA has imposed a freeze on funds under Section 13. Yet States and cities 
across the Xation have re|)orted that they ilesperately need funds for food service 
in day care. Head Start, and special summer programs not easily served under 
existing regulations. This year the Department has had approximately $49 million 
available in appropriated funds, and Congressional authority to spend up to 
$135 million in additional funds out of Section 32. Despite that, spending under 
Section 13 will only reach approximately $36 million, with $13 million carried 
over into the coming fiscal year as provided by law. 

The question, as Senator Percy puts it in his opening remarks, is this : 

Are the existing food assistance programs being implemented in a way 
to achieve our national goal of adequate nutrition for all Americans at 
the earnest i)ossible date? 

The hearings will begin in Room 1318, New Senate Office Bldg., starting 
at 10:00 a.m., Wednesday, June 7, 1972. 
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UNUSED FOOD ASSISTANCE FUNDS: FOOD STAMPS 



WEDNESDAY, JUNE 7, 1972 

U.S. Sexate 
Select Committee on 
Nutrition axd Hujiax Needs 

Washington^ D,0, 
The Select Committee met at 10 a.m.. pursuant to call, in room 1318 
of the New Senate Office Building, the Honorable Charles H. Percy 
presiding. 
Present: Senator Charles H. Percy. 

Staff members present: Nancy Amidc-i, professional staff member; 
Vernon M. Goetcheus, senior minority professional staff; and Eliza- 
beth P. Hottell, minority professional staff. 

OPEMNG STATEMENT BY SENATOR PERCY, PRESIDING 

Senator Percy. I call to order this liearing of the Senate Select 
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. 

I want to begin this morning by stressing]: the bipartisan nature of 
our national commitment to close the hunger gap. 

This is reflected no better than in President Nixon's statement when 
he transmitted his widely applauded child nutrition proposals to the 
Congress last month. 

I would like to quote his own words, because I don't think we could 
improve on the goal lie established. 

President Nixon said : 

• It was just 3 years ago, on May 6, 1969, that I sent to the Congress niy first 
message on hunger and malnutrition. 

I noted in that message that America has long shared its bounty with hungry 
peoples in aU parts of the gloi)e, but that now "the moment is at hand to put an 
end to hunger in America Itself, for all time." 

In the last 3 years, with the cooperation of the Congress, we have made im* 
inense strides toward reaching this goal. 

For example, the budget I proposed last January allocated nine times as much 
money for food stamps and seven times as much money for school lunches for 
needy children as was allocated in fiscal year 1969. 

There is no doubt in my mind that the Congress is as fully com- 
mitted to wiping out hunger and malnutrition in this Nation as is 
the Nixon administration and that we see the food stamp program as 
the major vehicle for accomplishing this objective. 

The question we want to address this morning is this : Are the exist- 
ing food assistance programs being implemented in a way to achieve 
our national goal of adequate nutrition for all Americans at the ear- 
liest possible time? 

(617) 
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If the answer to this f|iiestion is "No," then we must find out why. 
Is the authorizing legislation faulty ? 

Are the funds Congress has appk^opriated insufficient to accomplish 
the task? 

Is the administration of the program at the Federal, State, and 
local levels lagging? 

Whore do the problems lie and how can vo rectify them ? 

I know all our witnesses this morning will cooperate fully with this 
committee to find the answers to these questions, and certainly there 
is no question, inasmuch as this is a totally nonpartisan, bipartisan 
issue of disagreement between the executive and legislative branch in 
goals. 

The executive branch has made it eminently clear we are going to 
close the hunger gap, this is a matter of highest priority. 

In no area has the Congress backed up the administration with 
greater enthusiasm and more overwhelming votes than in this partic- 
ular area. 

There can be legitimate differences of opinion on how we implement 
these e^oals, and whether we have implemented them with the speed 
and dispatch that we all feel should be exercised. 

I would at this time like to read a statement from Senator Mc- 
Govern. He is necessarily absent, this morning. I would like to say 
that we are all indebted to Senator McGovem for the leadership pro- 
vided to this committee, and what has been accomplished working with 
the executive branch of Government to implement our goals. 

PREPARED STATEMENT OF SENATOR GEORGE McGOVERN 

I would like to make only a brief comment. 

First, I want to publicly thank Senator Percy for chairing this 
hearing in my absence. His active participation in the Select Com- 
mittee has helped to make the committee, and the hunger issue, 
truly bipartisan efforts. 

The hearing this morning makes us witness to a sorry and confusing 
spectacle. 

On the one hand, we have the President of the United States, just 1 
month ago, reaffi lining his commitment, . . to put an end to hunger 
in America itself for all time." 

On the other hnnd, we have an executive agency withholding a sub- 
stantial proportion of the funds available to improve the diets of the 
needy poor. 

Caught between is the Congress, which has long been aware of the 
tragic human toll that hunger takes. It is nearly 5 years since we heard 
testimony from the Field Foundation doctors, who said : 

* * * the boys and girls we saw were hungry — weak, in 
pain, sick; * * *. They are suffering from hunger and dis- 
ease and directly or indirectly they are dying from them — 
which is exactly what starvat ion means. 

It is only a little more than 3 years since Dr. Schaefer reported to 
us from the National Nutrition Survey : 

It is *' * * shocking to realize that the problems in the 
poverty groups in the TTnited States seem to be very similar 
to those we have encountered in the developing countries. 
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Today ^ve learn from the Department of Ajrriculture that some $400 
million of the funds so desperately needed by America's hungry poor 
\v\\\ be returned to the Tn«isury. 

It is a sad commentary on our national conscience that \x*i cannot or 
will not meet the basic human needs of our society and neople. 

400-niillion food stamp dollars can be returned to the Treasury only 
one way— at the expense of tl.c poor they were intended to serve. 

Senator Pkrcv. That was u statement by Senator McGovem, and 
on that unifying note, we ask the Assistant Secretary of Agriculture, 
Seci-etaiyLyng, toleadoflf. i • i j 

As I understand it. Secretary Lyng, you will be back, havmg had 
by then the benefit of the testimony of these hearings so that you can 
conmient on that. 

STATEMENT OF HON. KICHAKD LYNG, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
U.S. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

We welcome you this morning. 

Mr. Lyxg. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee. It is, once 
again, a pleasure to have the oppoitunity to report to this committee 
upon the progress we are making in our efforts to eliminate poverty- 
caused hunger and malnutrition. 

In response to the request from the chairman, 1 will, today, briefly 
discuss our estimates of this year s spending on Food Stamps and on 
the Special Food Service Programs under Section 13 of the National 
School Lunch Act. 

The chairman's letter asks that I testify on "the withholding of 
funds" from these programs. 

It should be made absolutely clear at the outset that there has been 
no withholding of funds from either the Food Stamp Program or the 
Special Food Service Programs. 

The Food Stamp Program is our major means for reaching needy 
people with food help. The record* here is something of whicn all of 
us can, I bNelieve, be ijroud. During April of this year, 11.5 million 

f)eople were participating in the Food Stamp Program. This is 1 Mill- 
ion more than durmg April of 1971, and over 3.5 times as many as 
during the peak month 4 years ago. 

The increase in spending has been even more significant. It has 
leaped from $250 million in fiscal year 1969 to $1.9 billion during 
fiscal 1972. 

Our appropriation for fiscal 1972 for food stamps is $2,289 billion. 
Our spending will, we estimate, be $389 million less than that. This is, 
I understand, what the committee wishes to discuss. 

"Opex-End" Program 

The Food Stamp Program is a program which guamntees to the 
2.100 counties ^vhicli have chosen to operate the program that all eligi- 
ble hidividuals and families will receive the fuU benefits of food assist- 
ance—all eligible, i-egardless of how many that might be. Tliei-e are 
no constraints on total numbers of dollars or total numbers of need^ 
people a county or a State may serve. The Food Stamp Program is 



*See Appendix, pp. 693» 694. 
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not a Federal grant program under which specific sums of money are 
budgeted and allocated to States or counties for specific proiects. 

Beca-jse of the "open-end" nature of such a national program, it is 
difficult to estimate funding needs. One must estimate, first, the num- 
ber of people that may take part in the program. Changing economic 
couditions can have a major impact on this, of course. It is also neces- 
sary to forecast the participation by household size aud income levels 
because these factors significantly affect the bonus costs, which is the 
uiaior expenditure. 

Additionally, once designated, new areas are authorized to begin 
operating as rapidly as local arrangements can be made; thus, the 
same kinds of fundmg uncertainties for these designated areas must 
bo worked into the total projections. 

The past 12 montlis have been a period of great change in the Food 
Stamp Program. New refrulaiions have been promulgated to imple- 
mert the provisions of Public I^w 01-671, which include uuiform 
national eliiribility standards and expanded outreach activity. These 
new provisions are designed to bring many new participants into the 
proirram. Their implementation has involved considerable effort for 
participating St<ntes and counties. As a result, implementation of these 
new regulations has been much s^wer than we had anticipated. 

During fiscal 1972, the States did not bring newly designated coun- 
ties into the program as rapidly as in the past. They preferred to con- 
tinue tliem on the Food Distribution Proirram rather than brinir them 
in under the old food stamp regulations and then face the imminent 
task of reeducating workers and pai-ticipants to the new rules. As a 
result, of the, 278 counties dcsi<rnated since May of 1971, a total of 189 
were not yet in opferatiou as of Ma v 1 of this year. 

It J?^0!ild !)e noted that* as the Food Stamn Proqrram has continued 
its rapid expansion we have made strenuous efforts to see to it that 
abuses of the procrram be eliminated. We have been determined that 
those who are not deserving be purged from the program. This effort 
has heeu successful. 

At the same time, we have encouraged the States and counties to 
improve their administrative services and their outreacli activities to 
give greater opportunities for participation to those who really need 
food stamps. 

I want to compliment the thousands of neople in the State agencies 
and local communities, who. as well as IJSDAV Food and Nutrition 
Service, have worked so hard in this extremely difficult year of transi- 
tion and chanire in the Food Stamp Program. 

The growth and expansion of the Food Stamp Proeram didn't "just 
happen." Through the years, the Food and Nutrition Service and the 
States have actively engaged in outreach efforts to let potentially eli- 
gible people know al)out this guarantee to needy people by the Fed- 
eral Government. 

I have some of the informational and educational materials — some 
of it in two or more languages — that are used in these efforts, and 
will make them available to the committee. 

Section 13 FrxniKo 

The committee also requested a renort on the funding situation 
under Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act 
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This concerns the sp€cijil-.thc nonschools— feeding protrram. 

T!ie Special Food Service. Program was funded at $49 million for 
fiscal 1972: $28.2 nulliou of this was earmarked to supplement the 
approximately $5 million available to fund the special summer pro- 
gram out of the regular fiscal 1972 appropriation of $20.8 million. 

The Special Summer Fcedinir Program— wliich operates during the 
4 months of June through earfy September— is funded out of appro- 
priations for 2 fiscal years. Tins summer, for example, June summer 
operations will be funded out of our fiscal 1972 appropriation, and 
the July-through-September phase wilfbc funded out of our fiscal 
1973 appropriation. Therefore, it was necessary throughout this fi.scal 
year to reserve, out of this year s appropriation, the funds necessary 
for this Jinic'.s summer program. 

This smnmcr, followmg'the President's ^lay 6 request for an addi- 
tional $2.5 million, we are proceeding with plans to operate a Jtmc- 
Septenil)or .summer program totaling $50.5 million. We arc able to pro- 
ceed with these plans l)ecau.se we have approximately $10 million re- 
served from our 1972 fiscal vear appropriation to fund the June phase 
of the summer program— alwut 2 weeks out of the 10- week procrram. 

This $10 million funding—together with the use of about $18 mil- 
lion to fimd the July-Septemlior phase of last year's summer pro- 
gram—means that a total of alwut $28 million of fiscal year 1972 funds 
has been snent or is scheduled for the si>ecial summer phase of the 
total nonscliool program. 

Tlie 1972 funding of the year-round phase of the nonschool program 
is Complicated by the fact that the statutor>- apportionment formula 
docs not reflect State-by-State differences in the way the total program 
has developed. 

Tills fiscal year the apportionment resulted in some States having 
.sufficient fiscal year 1972 funds to finance last year's July-September 
summer p.'ogram and expand the year-round phase of the program. 
At the other extreme, in some States, the apiK)rtion»*ient formula 
left them short of fimds to maintain their fiscal year 1972 year-round 
proirram at the annual rate they had achieved in the latter part of the 
1971 fiscal year— even if all recrularly appropriated funds had been 
available for vear-round purposes. 

We decided that the priority was to insure that the year-round pro- 
grams in any State would not have to be cut back. So, we authorized 
all States to continue at the expenditure rate they had achieved in the 
sprinc of 1971— indicating that the short States could count on the 
additional funds required. 

Thirtt States RmmKiKo Ftmns 

Projections on expected State-by-State use of funds for year-round 
rograms in this fiscal year— based* lar£rely on their obligations through 
fnrch— indicate that 30 States will be retuniinfr funds to USDA. 
We could not anticipate — or count on— this back in Auniifst or 5^n- 
tember. So, while some States will now be returning funds, other 
States have been imder a no*expansion policy. 

We now estimate that possibly $4 million may remain at the end of 
the fiscal year. And, if the June operations under the summer program 
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aw less than the $10 million available, the carr>over of funds could 
exceed the $4 million projection. 

New lejrislntion will Ixs required to authorize the Si)ecial Vooi\ Serv- 
ice Program beyond fiscal lOW. Tliis was not proposed in the admin- 
istration's bill to amend school feeding legislation. We tn^lieve that Uie 
Congress will wish to consider substantive changes in the nonschf)ol 
legislation, and wc wish to have the added experience of the 1073 
suhmicr program Ixsforc we make our rcconniiendations. Actually, I 
am referring to the fiscal 1973, which would l)c sununer of 1072. 

We will be submitting noiischool legislative proposals early in the 
next session of the Congress. In the meantime, wc will be exploring 
the possible advantages of separating the appropriation authorities for 
thetwo phases of the program. 

In summary, there has l>ecu no rwluction or holdback of fundmg for 
Food Stamp or Special Summer Footl Programs. The administration 
has reiKjatcdly demonstrated a strong sense of coumntment to Presi- 
dent Nixon^s pledge 3 years ago to eliminate hunger in this land. As 
the Food Stamp Program expanded wc have not hesitated to re- 
quest funding— from $250 million when we arrived in 1060 to our 
budget request of $2,340 billion for fiscal 1073— a tenfold increase. 

It is my understanding that the committee wi.slies to proceed now 
with other witnesses and defer questions to me until after it has had an 
opportunity to hear the others. I will be pleased to return to answer 
whatever micstions the committee may ask. 

Senator jPercv. Fine, Secretary Lyng. 

Tlie increase in expenditure from the time the administration took 
office until now is dramatic. I do not imagine there is any other pro- 
gram that even approaches this, except iwssibly environmental con- 
trol. I am not sure even there the pro|)ortion would hold. 

The basic miestion that we will .start off with you would be— in light 
of what the President s:ud 3 years ago, the moment is at hand to put 
an end to hunger in America itself for all time— in your judgment, 
have we closed the hunger gap? Has hunger ended in America, and if 
not, why? 

If you would like to comment now, we would be perfectly happy to 
hear you. If yon would like to defer that, .xnd have that as your open- 
ing question later* you can do so. 

Mr. Lyxg. I woiild like to comment now, but I think I will restrain 
my.self, because I am supposed to be in two places at the same time. I 
am .supposed to be the opening witness at another hearing over in the 
House. 

If I may l)c excused, Mr. Chairman, I would appreciate it. 
Senator Pebcv. We will wait with anticipation for your answer, 
then. 

Mr. Lyxo. Thank you. 

Senator PERcy. Thank you, verj' much indeed. 

The Chair calls our first two w:tnesses, Mr. John Kramer, executive 
director^ National Council on Hunger; and Ikfr. Arthur Schiff, assist- 
ant administrator. Human Resources .Vdministration, New York City ; 
and both of them can come at once to the table. 
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STATEMENT OF JOHK B. KRAMER, EXECUTIVE BIRECTOR, 
NATIONAL COUNCIL ON HUNGER, NEW TORE CITT 

Mr. Kramkr. Mr. Chairmnn, I am Mr. Kramer. I am also primarily a 
l^rofessor of law at Georgetown University, but also executive direc- 
tor on the Executive Council on Hunger, and have been since we 
founded that in 1968. 

I would like to apologize for not having a prepared statement. The 
reason for that is quite .simple. I was called to testify on Monday and 
to testify in response to a document that was just submitted about 10 
minutes ago. But I am prepared to fully respond. 

Senator Pkrcy. You a,re very fortimate Senator Proxmire is not in 
the. chair or he would declare you illegal as he did Mr. Nader for not 
meeting the requirements of the Senate. But we are happy to have 
you here this morning. 

Mr. Kramkr. I have, however^ distributed two separate little statisti- 
cal documents.* 

One is my version of, "Are we feeding everybody in America," 
coupled with a document that shows the difference, State by State, 
between the number of public assistance recipients as of the end of 
last year, which is the latest data we have — in fact, just yesterday the 
statistics were released on January of 1972 — compared to the number 
of public assistance recipients on food stamps in April of 1972 which 
the latest data — and I think if you will look at that charts I will refer 
to it during the course of my testimony and yon will see that we are 
not in verj' good shape. 

Let me start out with a simple overview and focus in on the particu- 
lar issue today, which is the return of food stamp money. 

In the 1970 census count, amended actually by the Office of Eco- 
nomic Opportunity, the Bureau of Census started out with 25.5 mil- 
lion people and OEO foimd 400,000 children who had been forgotten, 
so it is now up to 25.9 million people. 

FoRTY-TlIRKK PkRCENT OF PoOR ReCKUT NoTITING 

Foi-ty-four percent of the 11,461,000 wore on food stamps in April 
of 1972. Thirteen percent of them, 3.3 million, received commodities. 
Forty-three percent of the poor were getting nothing at all. 

I think perhaps that is as simple an answer to the question you 
posed to Secretary Lyng as could oe. We have reached the 57-percent 
mark, and, of course, the question is what those 57 percent get, but 43 
percent get nothing at all. 

I think actually rather shocking in addition to that is a statement 
made — and I think still subscrit^d to by the Department— in the 
Senate appropriation hearings last year, in which Mr. Hecklin — ^who 
was the head of the Food Nutrition Service — said. I think I have an 
exact quote from those hearings. I can give it to you pretty much as he 
said it. 

He said, "It is our considered judgment that when participation 
reaches 16 million people, we may well be approaching the level of 
potential participation." 
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So, I suppose their defense mi^ht be something like* reaching 50 
percent of the people or 60 percent is enough. But at any rate, that 
is all they are reaching. 

Now, what is the present situation in tenns of numbers? I just 
received their numbers this morning. They tally pretty much with the 
ones that I have been compiling during the course of the year. 

I think at the outset I should say that it is rather shocking — and I 
should think it should be shocking to you — that it is June 7 when we 
get this report. As a matter of law, in U.S. Code section 665— the 
part of the code that governs appropriations and governs all of the 
activities of the executive branch of the Office of Management 
and Budget — there is a requirement of an early court review of 
expenditures. 

I think that requirement probably falls upon Assistant Secretary 
Lyng or upon Secretary Butz. 

Apportionment should be reviewed at least four times each yean 
And so certainly way before this, in accordance with the niles govern- 
ing appropriations and the determination by the Department, they 
would have known that they were returning what they say is $389 
million. 

Our guess is about $414 million, but we can split the difference and 
round it off and call it $400 million. We will obviously not know until 
sometime in August exactly how much is being sent back. 

Approprtatiox for Need and Expansion 

As indicated, the actual appropriation was $2,289 billion. Mr. Win- 
ton — when he moved the adoption of the conference report last July — 
said this level* $2,289 billion, together with the carryover funds, should 
be adequate to fully meet the needs for 1972 and provide some pro- 
gram expansion. 

Now, the expenditure rate as it now goes, seems to flow as follows: 
The bonuses expected to be expended by the end of June will approxi- 
mate $1,785 billion. That is just for bonuses. 

If you compare that— it should be $1,785— let's see; I have an up- 
side down number in my statistics. That leaves the shortfall of $414— 
$2,875 — that leaves a shortfall of about $500 million. But, in fact, 
administrative costs arc approximately $90 million. Now, I think 

Senator Percy. That accounts, then, for the difference in your fig- 
ures and the USDA's? 

Mr. KRt\3iER. It is only $25 million. It is jnst pure projection. This 
always happens. Everj* time they issue a report — this is not the fault 
of theirs; this is just normal accounting; — the next month they have 
to correct the number of people on the program. 

I think Mr. Schiff is one of their problems. He represents New 
York and their million figures go up and down every month as they 
finally get the figures in. It is difficult to follow that. 

On this basis, overall, 18 percent of the appropriation will be re- 
turned. As far as people-money is concerned, they expected to spend 
about $2,219 billion and they will only spend $1,785. In other words, 
of people-money they will be returning $434 million. This is the bonus 
money, or 19 percent. 
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Howeverj on administrative costs, quite the other way. They had 
asked Conjicress for $70 million; they will be spending $00 million, 
which is 130-percent cost overrun for" the bureaucrats, but for people, 
it is $134 million. 

Senator Percy. I am very sorry. We have no other Senators that I 
can turn the chair over to for a few minutes. I have only a couple 
mhuites to get to the floor on a vote so we will recess these hearings 
for about 7 minutes. 

Thank you. Be right back. 

[Recess.] 

Senator Perct. Now that the 7 minutes are up, we will resume. 
Sorry for the interruption. 

Mr. Kramer. I would like to just repeat very quickly two figures, 
the two figures I am working on. 

One is a people-return of something in the neighborhood of $434 
million, but a bureaucrat overrun of $20 million on administration of 
the program. 

I would not mind going $100 million over on administration as long 
as they spent the over-$300 million on the people. 

Vietnam Overrun xs Biujoxs 

Now, of course, yesterday Secretary Laird was worried about a $3- to 
$5-billion overrun for Vietnam. I thuik this is a $430 million underrun 
and it is quite a contrast. 

Obviously the first question that arises— one that is not easy to 
answer— is: "Who is responsible for pickpocketing the indigent?" Let 
me say at the outset that the Congress is at fault in one major respect, 
and that is this — Let me start back with the history of the Food Stamp 
Program. 

For many years— really since its inception, with the exception of 1 
year — the program has returned money to the Treasury. Back in 
1969 — I went into Federal court in June of 1969, to stop the return of 
$28 million that were going back from the fiscal 1969 budget. 

Then, Secretary Lyng gave an affidavit ift that court case, called 
Corcoran v. U,S. Department of Agriculture^ in which he said in all 
the years but one, the expenditures were overestimated with the result 
that an excess of funds remained after program obligations were met. 

The one year which was an exception was 1968, We Tost tlie lawsuit in 
1969 ; $29 million went back to the Treasury. We are here at a 12 to 15 
times ma^itude of that. Now, why does that occur? 

I mentioned that statute earlier, and that statute — which I do not 
know how aware the Congress is of i^— is really at fault. It is a con- 
gressional statute, obviously. 31 U.S.C., 665, creates bureaucratic ter- 
ror — ^let me read a few phrases and you will see what I mean. 

It says, "No officer or employee of the United States shall make or 
authorize an expenditure from or create or authorize an obligation 
under anv appropriation in excess of the amount available therein.'' 

Now, that sliould seem obvious. But they go on to say that each of 
these officers and employees is charged during the course of the year 
with constantly reevaluating their expenditures, so that in Section 8, 

. . no officer or employee shall authorize or create any obligation or 
make any expenditure in excess of an apportionment or reapportion- 
ment." 
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Now, that sounds simple enough, but there are criminal penalties 
attached for other spending. If you overspend willfully, $5,000 and/or 
2 years in jail. 

This is the in terrorum statute that prevents anvbody from projected 
expenditures in excess. Now, of course, that does not seem to be a prob- 
lem here, but as Secretary Lyng indicated, they are always worried, 
because they do not know how many people are out there that are 
going to come into the offices month by month, how much they are 
going to spend. ^ 

The terror flowing from this statute — the 2 years and $5,000. al- 
though I do not know how many prosecutions there have been; I do 
not know of any — still stands. 

Attempts To Correct Statijte 

This was sonrrht to be corrected in 1970 in part through the efforts 
of this committee. Let me describe to you what is an instance of con- 
gressional lawlessne.ss in this case. 

In 1970, Senator Ell^nder's Airricultnre Committee wrote into the 
Food Stamp Act the following phrase : "Sums appropriated under this 
law," notwithstanding any other provisions of law, "continue to re- 
main available for the purposes of this act." 

In other words, the $4»30 million that was not going to be expended 
would have stayed over for fiscal 1973. 

When Senator McGovem sulietituted his bill on the S'^nate floor for 
Senator Ellender's. that provision was there intact, in Section 16. 

When Mr. Poe reported his bill out of the Agrricnlture Committee 
that exact provision was in there. So that the $430 million would have 
carried oyer. $389 million— whatever figure it was— would be avail- 
able starting July first, in addition to the appropriations for July first. 

In the conference report of December 22. 1970. there is no reference 
whatsoever to a provision that was in both the House bill as passed and 
the Senate bill as passed. The conference acted illegally in two respects. 

One has already been corrected bv the courts. As von are well aware, 
the conference added a provision that was in neither bill. Tinder rule 
27 of the Senate, section 2. "Conferees shall not insert in their report 
matter not committed to them'by either house." 

The court did not strike it down on that basis; the court stated it was 
\denial of eoual protection last Monday, in a case called Moreno. "Nor 
shall they strike from the bill matter agreed to by both houses—" the 
second part of the bill. 

This was done and because it was December 30th in the House and 
December 31st in the Senate, no one— and we tried desperatelv— made 
apomtof order. 

May I say quite frankly, this was done with the complete knowl- 
edge of the Department of Agriculture; and without a word oJ pro- 
te^, so far as I am aware, from the Department of Agriculture 

So at least at that stage both the Congress and the Department are 
sponsible for acting against the laws of the Senate itself and of the 
House as well. 

Senator Percy. You are suggesting that the law be corrected ? 



627 

Law Change Needed 
Mr. Krameb. Very much so. 

Senator Percy. So that funds can be carried over and not "lost"? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes. Exactly. It seems to me this was clearly the intent 
of both bodies, although perhaps not of the conferees. 

Senator Percy. We did have this year, of the $2.3 billion available, 
$90 million that was carried over in previous funds. 

Has it been you r exjjerience that in Government agencies, when there 
is no carryover provision, that sometimes there is a tendency for waste, 
and extrava^nt spending at the end of the fiscal year, to just get rid 
of funds which otherwise are going to be lost? Isn't there adequate 
care given with those funds? 

Mr. Kramer. That is always the case. And I think Secretary Lyng 
made that distinction. 

In the normal grantmaking programs, for instance, the Office of 
Economic Opportunity, HUD, they have this June flurry, in which 
they stay up all night to get the grants out. 

That, of course, is not the' case in welfare or food stamps, where 
the moneys tend to flow evenly over the courSjB of the months. ^ 

I woul^ suggest, for example, that perhaps in the appropriations — 
when the appropriations committee bill hits the floor this year — ^that 
perhaps this committee might be interested in working with the afirri- 
culture committee to reiasert the carryover provision. T srather this 
is why we have that $90 million this year, not in the authori:?ation. but 
in the appropriation. 

Now. of course, the ro^e of the courts in nil of t^^<? ^*or^' mmimal. 

We tried in 1969. 1 am professor of law. a>^d T th^nk T wonM prefer 
to say that we could not win a court oase trying to hold up t^^at $400 
million. 

Mayor Alioto of San Fran^^isco broii*yht a mr*^ov ro"rt stnf a^r'^^nst 
the impoundtnir; and. under the law hns not beon renorted m the 
press. LawRUtts are normally reported when they n re broujrht, n^t when 
thev are lost. He lost that suit. 

It IS probable that the evoout^ve branoh hn«? *^he Powor •^nf fo s'^e^d 
the 5^00 million even though they have founrht t^ use th« discretion 
the other way. 

"A Bottle of Ketchup'' 

What ha.s the role of the executive beon in ^hi«? profn^ntn ? As I 
indicated before, we have 44 percent of thr* poor people in this co"ntry 
on food stamps. What is their bonus? Their bonus amounts to 14 — 
on the averacre. 14.7 cents a meal. 

I looked in mv closet last ni«^h*- and mv ketchup from the 'n^^^^erv 
is 43 cents. Thnt is a bottle of ketehup a day bo'^ns. from the Federal 
Government. That adds up to $13.45 a month, you figure about ^V/^ 
meals a month. 

So, 14.7 cents a meal, that is obviously paltry on its face. 

Senator Percy. If the Agriculture Department knew as early as 
December that it was going to have a large surplus, then could they 
logically have reduced the price of stamps? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes. They could have either way. They could have 
raised the bonus or lowered the price. I think both I and Mr. Schiff — 
who will follow me— will focus much more on the price aspect be- 
cause that is what keeps people from participating. 
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But focusing on allotment value itself, from January 1070. when they 
instituted this $106 allotment, until today, we are at a $108— Consumer 
Price Index, i-elatinjr only to the cost of food at home ; I am not talking 
about McDonald's only at home — ^has gone up 7.6 percent. 

Allotment value has gone up 1.9 percent. The difference is 500 per- 
cent. The CPI lias gone up four times or 500 percent as fast as the 
allotment value. 

Now they are going to change the allotment value to $112 in July 
of this year, but that will still be a 240-percont greater rise for the 
CPI than for allotment and, of course, as I indicated under la^v. they 
were looking at this way back last September. 

I am sure they had very good projections because most of us have 
been able to make those projections as we go along. 

Their guess is really probably about as good as ours. 
. Now, what are some of the indicia of program failure? 

I have submitted a chart* of the lack of public assistance partici- 
pation. There is some disagreement — and, I gather, on this committee 
very strong disagreement — with my position, which I have worked 
very hard to have included in the welfare bill. Food stamps should be 
cashed out because that is the only way that every welfare recipient 
will get food stamps. 

Although that is arguable, it is now clear that only 52 percent of 
welfare recipients get food stamps. 

If there is one class of people in this countiy who should auto- 
matically ^et food stamps, it is welfare recipients. I think Mr. Schiff, 
who is intimately involved in this, will probably indicate to you that 
the price consideration is critical here; outi'eachj yes, everything else, 
but price. 

16 States Wmi Less Food Stamp Participants 

Although it is true that over the past year 1 million people have 
come into the program, it is shocking to me — I didn't know this until 
I checked it last night — to discover that 16 States had actually lost par- 
ticipants over the past year. 

And there is no pattern here. It covers Washington, Tennessee, Mis- 
sissippi* Colorado, Alabama, Alaska, Iowa, Tjouisiana, Arkansas, 
Kentucky, Nebraska, North Dakota, Minnesota, Wyoming, Massa- 
chusetts, and Maine. It is countrywide. Tliere is no southern pattern 
nor northern pattern. 

Now, the question that arises is, does the' Department really care 
about this? Are they concerned about meeting their goals? 

Last year they told the Senate appropriations committee that by 
June of this year, they expected to have 12.5 million people on the 
program. 

It is clear they are going to be lucky to make 11.5 million. I think 
tiie one thine: that disturbed nie today about Secretary Lyng's testi- 
mony was the fact that he reeled the figures off, dispassionately — not 
really thinking what $400 million might mean to human beings in 
terms of what they might get from it. 
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Questions USDA Explanations 

Now, the Department offers varying explanations, and I would like 
to briefly discuss each of their explanations, and question theui. 

First of all, they talk a little bit about the impi-oving economy ; and, 
although I am not going to get into a song and dance on that, unem- 
ployment is the same as it was a year ago. That is the major factor tliat 
affects food stamp participation in terms of the economy— according 
to them, not just according to me. 

They say that the new programs have opened slowly, and I think 
that is correct. But, accepting their figui-es, they say that they expected 
1.1 million people, to come in on these new programs during the course 
of the year and only a half million have. 

Even if those 600,000 missing people had been on since last January, 
getting that same 14.7 cents a meah that would have only accounted 
for an expenditure of $42 million. 

That would have been still $360 million short. 

They talk about the delayed impact of the regulations. Well, the 
regulations have been in effect in 2*2 States for half of the fiscal year, 
and in 44 States for a fourth of a fiscal year. Although the Department 
promised, when they promulgated the regulations last ApriK that 11.7 
million new participants woiild come on, we have far less than 300,000 
or 400,000. 

I think the Department* what it has done, has failed to i-ealize the 
full impact of the regulation. Mr. Schiff will talk about that. 

They stressed that this morning— cutting abuses. Cutting abuses 
also means not bringing people into the program, because sometimes 
the abuse side sweeps far beyond the people who are really abusing 
the program. 

Now, what can be done ? What could come out of this hearing ? 
Revise Appropriations Bill 

First of all, t Jo indeed suggest that the appropriations bill be 
revised. 

I know how difficult it is after history. We will have to get back 
probably, by the way, to revising the food stamp bill — if the welfare 
reform bill does not' do it— because it will die as of June 30, 1970. At 
any rate, even before that, the appropriations bill should be revised 
to permit the carryover so we will not have to face this situation. 

Now, what would that $400 million have meant this yean had it been 
expended? 

The average participation every month has been about 11 million. 
Had that $400 million been spent, every person would have had a $3.13 
increase a month and that 14.7 cents a meal would have gone to 18.1 
cents, which is quite substantial. 

Now, two things could have been done. 

One is, they could have added $12.50 to the allotment value of every 
four-pei-soii household. Interestingly enough, that would have made 
the allotment $20.50—- which was the allotment suggested by the House 
in the bill that the administration rejected. 

Or I think much more preferably, they could have lowered prices 
across the board. That is rather complex. It isn't easy to lower prices 
$12.50 for everybody because most of the upper-income poor pay very 
much more than the lower-income poor. 
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Althouprh the bill says yon shall not spend more than 30 percent for 
food stamps, in fact, most of the upper-income poor have to spend, 
under this regulation, between 27 and 28 percent of their income for 
food at home. The averacre American expenditure for food at home in 
the first quarter— again I am not talking about McDonald's— of dis- 
posable income was 12.5 percent. It is, overall, 15.8 percent. That is 
includinc: McDonald's. 

But 12.5 percent of everybody's, the average American's disposable 
income, went into food. 

Senator Percy. That is the lowest figure I have heard. 

Mr. Kramer. It has pone down. The cost of food is 15.8 percent, 
generally, that is incluninc: food away from home. 

Senator Percy. Incluclinc: what? * 

Mr. Krajiek. Genrrally 15.8 percent is for food, including eating 
out, which these people simply cannot do. 
Senator Percy. I see. 

Mr. Kra^teu. Food at home is 12.5 percent. That is for the first 
quarter of 1972. Pretty reasonable as opposed to the fact that when 
you have over $150 of income for a family of four, you have, to spend 
at least 27.3 percent of your income on food stamps. 

So it is almost two and a third times the factor of forced contribu- 
tions to the Food Stamp Program. 

Sol would suggest: 

1. "Rovisin<y the annmnriaHonc; bill ; md 

2. In the nb<?once of boinor ablp to really redo the authorization 
rogram, to bring whatever political pressure can be brought to 
oar to make the program reduce its prices. 

Here I think we are talkinr^ about the reverse twist of political 
economv whioh seems to be making poor people pay two and a third 
as much as rich people. 

I think we need to put that $400 million brick into tbe prosfram, 
ITnfortunately it is too lat« to do it this year, unless the appropria- 
tions bill is changed. 

But, certainlv as of July or September^ the Department could make 
all the rectifications neco5?sary to lower the purchase price. 

Senator Percy. Mr. Kramer* this would be. the easiest thing to do 
administrativelv. I presume, but from a standnoint of real need and 
priorities, wouldn't it be better, rather than helping those who are 
alreadv getting assistance and help, to cro after the 11.1 million people 
who get nothing? They are the poor, they live below the poverty line? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes. 

Senator Percy. And presumably are malnourished. 

PtJRCirASE Price Negates Use 

Mr. Kramer. Really, there are only two ways to do that, as T see it. 

One of them, of course, is not to have food stamps but to give dollar 
value so people would cet that on their welfare check. 

The other way is to lower the purchase price. It is the purchase price 
that keeps some of those 11 million people out. 

^ We do not know how many. One of the problems with the figures 
m this program is: We reallv have no idea who those 11 million are, 
the elderly, the young, the black, the white, the Chicano— we have 
no idea. 
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The Department doesn't really know. If we did, we probably could 
project a program. 

In fact, that might be an interesting request from this committee, 
if the Department could come up with a projection of the cross-section 
of this 11 million people. Perhaps some sort of percentage calculation 
as to their reasons for not participating in the food programs that are 
now in existence where they live, that would be an interesting request. 

Senator Pkhcy. All right. 

I would like to start now with Mr. Schiff, but we will have to recess 
for another 7 minutes. ^ , 

We have a vote on tl)e floor on the. Sudden Infant Death o^nuicme 
bill. I will be back just as quickly as I can; the lece^ will be 
temporary. 

[Kecess.! 

Senator PEncY. I am happy to say there is not another roll call vote 
until 2 :30, 9o we will have no more interruptions for a tiine, 
Mr. Arthur Schiff, if you would go riglit ahead. 

STATEMENT OF ARTHUR SCHIFF, ASSISTANT ADMINISTRATOR, 
HUMAN RESOURCES ADMINISTRATION, NEW YORK CITY 

Mr. Schiff. Yes, sir. 

Senator PF.ncY. We arc delighted to have you here. 
Mr. Schiff. You have a copy of niy statement in front of you, I 
believe. 
Senator Percy. Yes. 

Mr. Schiff. The fact that in excess of $400 million hi food stamp 
funds will l)e left unspent by USDA at the end of fiscal year 1972 is 
indicative of their failure to reasonably anticipate the expenditure 
rate of the program. A shortcoming which is either a planning failure, 
which Mr. Kramer has commented on, or a darker, more suspicious 
decision to deliberately starve the Pooa Stamp Program of adequate 
funds. 

USDA could have done any combination of three things with the 
leftover money : 

1. Reduced the cost of food stamps to all participants; 

2. Increased the food stamp allotments sufficiently to buy a nu- 
tritionally adequate diet; and, 

t\, T<ra\i<r\\f more neonle into the Food Stamn Pro^rram. 

Instead, they chose a fourth course: One in which people pay more 
for their food stumps; fail to acliieve a nutritional diet with stamps, 
and will probably withdraw from the program entirely because of 
complicated changes in the regulations. 

Last April 1971 USDA published proposed regulations for the Food 
Stamp Program which were sharply attacked by Members of Con- 
gress, the Inmirer lobby, and program administrators like myself. 

In July 1971, when the final regulations were announced with only a 
few important changes, a storm of protest began to arise throughout 
the country. 

In January 1972 the lust-confirmed Secretary Butz, succumbed to 
the intense pressure of a coalition — Congressmen, welfare clients, 
other low-inrome peonle. Governors, many of them Republican, and 
bureaucrats, like myself — and rescinded the regulations which prom- 
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ised to hurt so many people by increasing the cost of food stamps 
beyond reason. 

I would like also to submit into the record* at some point today the 
statement by Secrctjiry Bntz in which he promised that no partici- 
pants m the food program would lose benefits as a result of new refni- 
lations. 

This was the press release of January 1972, when he announced 
the decision of instituting the new tables. 
It appeared we had won a significant battle. 
It now appears we are about to lose the war. 

USDA, through the interpretation of new repriilations and the issu- 
ance of new food stamp tables, is now accomplishin/r in a piecemeal 
fashion what they could not do— becau.se of public outcry— in one fell 
swoop earlier this year. 

Let me document my statement. 

First, USDA is passing along the cost of increased food stamp 
allotments to the consumer, neatly imitating the retail food industry. 

Mandated by law, USDA increased the food stamp allotment to 
reflect higher food costs. This goes in effect as of July 1. 

For the four-person family, the allotment went from $108 to $112 
a month. For the welfare family in New York City, this increase in 
the allotment of 4 percent was e.xceeded bv the S-percent increase in 
the purchase price of stamps— the cost of stamps went from $78 to 
$82 a month. 

As you can see from the following table and chart, with the excep- 
tion of household sizos 1 and 3, all families on welfare in New York 
City will pay a gi*eater percentage increa.se in the cost of stamps than 
they will receive in stamp allotments. 
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You can see that this increase beyond the allotment levels goes all 
the way up to 10 percent, as compared to the increase in the coupon 
value of the stamps of 7 i)crcent. They have, in fact, passed along any 
potential costs in the prognxin to the consumer. 

Welfare clients have received no additional funds in their grant 
to pay the increased cost 

Fewer, not more, welfare clients will participate in the program. 

USDA has not increased the bonus in increasing the allotment 

But any potential increase in USDA cost caused by the increased 
allotment is more than passed along to the beleagured Food Stamp 
Program participant 

As I said, witn the exception of one- and three-person households, 
public assistance recipients now pay more for the»T stamps. You can 
see from the following table and chart nearl;y 38 peixient of the non- 
public-assistance users will pay more; ranging from a high of 8L7 
percent of the nine-person households, to more than a 25 percent of the 
three-person households. As the average indicates, nearly 50 percent 
of the four-person households pay more since the new regulations. 

Percent of nonpubtic OMMUtance hou$€hotdn paying more for food gtampM as of 

July i. 

Percent My- Percent (My. 

_ . «»re fer ing more for 

IIou.<eholil size: ufampt Household site— Cent etampt 

1 87 8 74.6 

2 34,5 9 81.7 

8 26,0 10 79.6 

4 48,0 llnndup 7a 0 



6 60 

6 69,2 ToUl aU famUies 87.8 

7 67.6 
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And this will Ikj the j^ccond incrcni^o in CO day?^ On ^fnv 1 • 1072. imt 
inst. month, the food stamp ntJrrhn«o cost was rawd for nil nnWic 
n«5istancc rccinicnts nnd nonrly all nonpijl)lic assistance participants. 
TIw tables I refer to today po into effect on July K 1072. 

In Jamiarj', when Secretnry Biitz rescinded his pro|)osed reiniln- 
tions. he promised that no one in the Pood Stamp Propmm would 
l>c hurt. He has not kept that pled^; and. based on our iVcent experi- 
ence. It JS mipossihie to predict what outrage USDA will impos** oii 
himgry Americans ne^t 

tTwiAx "UrPEit-IxcoMK^ PooK Htnrr 

T hone T have made that clear. Senator, that what we face in New 
York IS a pTcatcr rxsrcentapc incrcjise in the cost, of stamps than we 
are rcceivmg in the total coupon allotments for almost, all the house- 
holds in New York City, I daresay, that for the hicher-incomo poor 
throuchout the Nation, the same is true. 

USDA continues to defend their actions with statements implyin/? 
that additional assistance to the lower-income poon mostly located in 
the south and southwest regions of the conntry. Imlances the effect of 
the damage done to the upper-income poor in the urban States, 

This is a battle we foucht earlier this year which caused such an 
outcry by* a good many Republican governors, among others, that the 
Secretarj' of Aj^riculturc was forced to rescind the entire set of pro- 
posed regiilations. 

Yon will recall the testimony that this committee took last April 
on those regulations, which caused such an outcrw At that time. 
Senator, we were ver>' much concerned with the whole issue of the 
coupon allotment schedule, because there were two wavs in %rhich food 
stamp clients really get hurt. 

First, they pay' too much for stamps, as Mr, Kramer indicated— 
upwards of 28-20 percent of their net incomes; and second, they are 
not getting enough stamps to i>urcha.se nutritional diets. 

New York City, along with individual plaintiffs, the Common- 
wealth of Pennsylvania, and the National Welfare Rights Organiza- 
tion, recently instituted a lawsuit to require USDA to live up to its 
congressional mandate of providing through food stamps "a nutri- 
tionally adequate diet." 

This was a matter of great concern and discussion during the food 
stamp debates in Congress last year. Congress finally came out saying 
that they must be able to purchase nutritional adequacy with food 
stamp allotments. 

USDA^s EcoxoMY Diet Plan- Deficiekt 

This suit, joining the city as it did with another State nnd NWTIO, 
IS unprecedented. But it seems the only way of making USDA act in 
a lawful manner. A hearing on the suit will be held in June or early 
July, 

We have established the following through pretrial depositions, and 
statements made by the USDA : The Economy Diet Plan, on which 
USDA bases its food stamp allotments, is deficient in four nutrients 
as delineated by the National Academy of Sciences ns part of its recom- 
mended dietary allowances to insure nutritional adequacy, Thev are 
vitamins B-6, B-12, folic acid, and magnesium. 
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Therefore, it is incontestable tliat the Economy Diet Plan is not 
nntritionully adequate. 

Second, the Economy Diet Plan is recommended only for moderately 
active people, not for adults on«ra«red in han(l-\vorlcin*r labor nor for 
younirstcrs who exercise frequently. 

Third, according: to a survey done by the T'^SDA, less than 10 per- 
cent of the households, spending at the level of the Econonn- Diet Plan, 
are able xo obtain the i-econimendod dietary allowances. Less than 50 
percent of those spending at that level obtained only two-thirds of 
the iTcommended aietarv allowances. 

Fourth, by agreement, the Economy Diet Plan is recommended for 
temporary use, not prolonged use, by low-income families in especially 
difficult situations. 

Fifth. USDA recommends that more money be spent on food than 
the Economy Diet Plan calls for. The exact statement made by USDA 
in one of their publications, which is in the record of the deposition of 
Dr. Ro])ei't Rizek, of the Department of Agriculture, is to this eJFect. 

"Studies show that few families spendin*r at the level of the economy 
plan select foods that provide nutritionally adequa^^e diets. The cost 
of this plan is not a reasonable measure of basic money needs for a good 
diet. The public assistance agencies, that recognize the limitations of 
its clientele and is interested in their nutritional well being will rec- 
ommend a money allowance for food considerably higher than the cost 
of the Economy Diet Plan. 

"Many welfare agencies base their food costs on the USDA food 
plan, wliich costs about 25 percent more than tlie Economy Diet Plan/* 

That would ^nerally be considered a low-cost diet plan. So, USDA 
admits, itself, that it requires more money than the Economy Diet 
Plan calls for to get real nutritional adequacy. 

Sixth, USDA cannot specify, at this time, what the exact cost 
is of providing nutritional adequacy — which would include, of course, 
the four nutrients missing from the Economy Diet Plan, 

Now, we get to an area which is a little complica^^cd, and I will try 
to discuss it as simply as possible. The cost of the Economy Diet Plan, 
which — as USDA sets out for the Nation — now will be $112 on July 1, 
is based on a hypothetical family. It consists of a mother, a father, 
ages 20 to 35, a son, age 9 to 12, and a child age 6 to 9. Costs for dif- 
ferent family configurations are considerably higher. 

What USDA has done, very simply, is to generalize from its hypo- 
thetical family to the entire Nation for the 4-person household. Then 
say that family represents the Economy Diet Plan, and the allocated 
moneys based on it should be based on this model. 

The reason it is complicated is that the USDA, as yoxi probably 
know, publishes data showing the cost of achieving the low-cost diet 
for all kimis of different sex and age breakdowns — older children, 
younger children, 4-pei'Son households with three teenaged sons — and 
these are much more costly than hypothetical 4-person household calls 
for. 

Younger mothers eat more than older mothers, younger children eat 
more than older children. They have set this out in detail, and they 
h£.ve agreed and acknowledged that the dietary requirements for dif- 
ferent configurations of families — ^let us say a not untypical welfare 
family in New York, might be a mother and three teenaged children. 
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or two tcenaged children, plus one infant child — they agreed that it 
cost more to feed this household than it does to feed this 4-person 
family which they also represent as hypothetical. 

Seventh, the allotment schedule then is based on national average 
costs for purchasing the Economy Diet Plan for that 4-person family. 
They agree that costs in the Northeast, and especially in New York 
City, are higher than the national average. 

Expenses Higher in New York City 

By their own figures. New York City is 6.5 percent higher than the 
national average. Our figures, done in New York City — by the volun- 
tary agencies, which do purchasing for consumer expenditures — show 
it to be about 12 percent higher than the national average. 

New York City clients arid other urban areas' clients'are hurt two 
ways: 

1, they are not the hypothetical family, but they are restrained 
by the costs for the hypothetical family, 

2. they do not live m the national average center of the United 

States, they live either above or below it. 

Consequently, they are unable to purchase the Economy Diet Plan, 
either because it is inadequate for their particular kind of family, or 
the money is not adequate for the cost of the area in which they live. 

On the basis of those facts, and our understanding of the law which 
calls for nutritional adequacy* we are going to court. Senator Miller 
of Iowa said, in discussing the conference report of the House-Senate 
conferees on the Food Stamp Act of 1971, that it was his understand- 
ing the USDA must provide the cost of a nutritionally adequate diet, 
whatever that may be. 

That is in the record and I can submit it for the record here. We 
believe him. We think the courts will believe him. And we think the 
suit has an outstanding chance of succeeding. What it will make USDA 
do, if it is successful, is simply to obey the law. Obey the figures pro- 
vided by the Bureau of Labor Statistics, which they must, to obey the 
economy dietary plan: or the low-cost diet plan requirements, and 
pro\nde nutrif ional adequacy. 

We understand that nutritional adequacy remains a matter of dif- 
ference and controversy among different people and groups. Never- 
theless, it is not at all rational to say that one figure for one type of 
family represents all families in all parts of the Nation. 

It simply does not. I know for a fact, that the cost of food in New 
York City is high. I live in the city, and it is impossible to feed a fam- 
ily adequately on the $112 a month provided by the USDA. That is 
not nutritional adequacy. 

Last, I want to give you a glimpse into the future of yet another 
battle that we face with USDA in New York. 

As you may recall from testimony last year* I said that welfare 
clients in New York State get an allowance for food, clothing and inci- 
dental expenses, and a separate allowance for rent. This rcntr.l allow- 
ance equals the exact amount of the rent, while the food and clothing 
expenses are based on family size. 

Thus, one 4-person family may get a grant of $368 a month, while 
another family gets a grant of ^08 a month. Of these amounts, each 
has only $208 a month to spend on nonrent items. One pays rent of 



639 



$100 and the other pays rent of $150. Both have only $208 to spend 
for all their other needs. 

Rf.xt Status Creates Pkxalty 

On January 1, 1973, USDA will implement on Mie third part of their 
action program. They insist that the family which i)ays the hi«rher 
rent has more money to spend on food and will be charged more for 
food stamps. The truth is that botli have the same exact amount of 
money for food. The difference in the gi'ants goes directly to the 
landlord. 

The idea of penalizing welfare clients who pay higher rents — and, 
therefore? get higher grants — by making them pay more for food 
stamps is simply outrageous. 

From September 1970 through today, the USDA has agreed with our 
position — that it is insane to make people pay more for food stamps 
simply because they pay more for rent. However, in 6 months, insanity 
will prevail unless something is done, and the program in New York 
State will be irreparably damaged. 

That is, we will have instances, where more than oO percent of the 
welfare clients in New York will be paying more for food stamps — 
based solely on their rent. 

It is probably closer to two-thirds of the public assistance house- 
holds using food stamps that will be penalized because they pay the 
exorbitant rents demanded by landlords in New York City — in a city 
with a vacancy rate under 1 percent. 

There will be no way to explain to welfare clients that because they 
pay more rent, they will have to pay more for food. There would be 
no way we could explain it to ourselves, either. 

I urge the Senator and this committee to carefully reconsider some of 
these regulations; they are depriving poor people of nutritional 
adequacy*. 

It really gets down to facing people, in the cities and in the rural 
areas of this Nation, and telling them the Food Stamp Program creates 
a good many problems. It creates complexities which we cannot solve 
as administrators. It created a program which is so niggardly — the 
way it is administered, and which just continues to harass people and 
push at them — that they finally find it useless to participate. 

Now, in New York City with a program which costs $1 million to 
administer,- which pays $80 a transaction to the banks, we are averag- 
ing bonuses of $8 a month a person. That amounts to $30 for a family 
of four. 

I said last year, it is costing us 10, 15, to 20 percent to get that $30 
out. The banks are becoming if not rich, at least not discontent But the 
people are getting very little for all the time and effort they have to 
put in — not to mention the time and effort of the city government 
which has to administer the program, and the great cost to the State 
government which has to pay the cost of the freight in New York City, 
m New York State. 

I urge you to act and act with compassion on this problem. Thank 
you. 

Senator Perot. Mr. Schiff, could you explain for the committee 
what it will mean to New York City if all welfare grantees must have 
their food stamp benefits individually determined? 
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"An Admikistrati\'e Catastrophe" 

Mr. Scnipp. Well, it will be an administrative catastrophe. It will 
mean that, in addition to deciding on the grants for public assistance, 
a separate calculation will have to be made to arrive at the food stamp 
benefit. ^ 

According to USDA, most of the items that are considered for non- 
public assistance people, the regular low-income poor, will have to be 
considered 111 calculating the PA purchase requirement for the welfare 
family. Administratively, it means going through a caseload of, in 
IN ew York City, m excess of 500,000 cases, representing 1.2 million 
peoDle. ^ 

Thus we must go through a caseload of 500,000 cases; compute a 
budget; then a food stamp requirement for each one, and then make 
them pay more— m most instances— because most of our clients will not 
have other sources of income. As you know, Senator, because of rent 
control laws m New York, it is quite possible in a single building to 
pay much more rent because of the number of tenant turnovers. It 
means telling one of them you have to pay more for food stamps bo- 
cause of the rental situation. 

Senator Percy. When you say it would be a catastrophe, is your ex- 
perience likely to be any different from other major areas in this re- 
gard where the same situation might exist ? 

Would that same situation exist in other areas? 

Mr. ScniFF. New York City tends to be a little different than other 
urban areas. USDA in 1970, when we were negotiating with the Food 
Stamp Program coming to the city, agreed with us that pandemonium 
would be the result of implementing the program along the procedures 
that I have just suggested they are requiring us to ^o. They agreed 
witli us in September 1970, they agreed a year later, they agreed with 
us as recently as 2 or 3 months ago when we were implementing the 
May 1 regulation changes. 

Now they have decided that presituation budgeting, as they call it, 
IS a requirement. They know the problems it will cause because they 
have agreed with us that we don't have to do it for over 2 years. 

Now, I can only conclude, from their insistence that they know it 
will result in administrative difficulties on the one hand, but even more 
importantly, it will result in decreased participation, because of the 
fact that two-tliirds of the households will be paying more for food 
stamps. Every time the price of food stamps goes up, people drop out 
of the progi;am. They just don't have the money to pay for the in- 
crease. So with smaller bonuses, increased pui-chase prices, this equals 
less participation. That, they know, will be the result of doing this 
presituation budgeting in New York. 

I should say that in most States in the Union, rent is figured on a 
flat basis for welfare households. That is, you get a flat rate for rent 
based on your family size. So that it is easy to calculate what the cost 
would be for all families. All four-person families would pay the 
same amount of money. If they need more money for rent, they would 
have to get the difference from the food money. 

New York continues, because of the tight housing market, to give 
the client the exact amount of money he needs jfor rent. So every client 
pays different, every four-person household pays different. That is why 
we haven't given a flat grant in the past, and why we haven't been 
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forced to. Senator Javits was fiirious, about 6 months ajro, when he 
thought the flat grant was ffoing to be implemented in New York. 
They said we didn't have to do it then, and now they are asking us to 
do it on January 1, 1973, knowing full well that it will hurt us 
terribly. 

Senator Percy. Can you tell us in just a few words whether it would 
be possible to estimate the difference in cost to the program if food 
stamps continue to be available in New York at a flat rate? 

ilr. SciiiFF. You mean what I consider the reduced cost to the Fed- 
oral Government would be if we have to budget for each client? 

Senator Percv. Yes. 

Estimates a 50-Percext Dropout 

Mr. ScHiFF. I estimated, a year ago, that 50 percent of the affected 
households will drop out of theprogmm in New York City. I have no 
way of telling you empiricallv if that is right. I noticed that Senator 
McGovern asked Mr. Lyng about a year ago, when those figures first 
came out, if he thought they were correct. He said he didn't know on 
what I had based my figures, but that he had no figures to present to 
the contrary. So, we don't know for sure, but we do know it would 
result in a net savings to the Federal Government. 

Senator Percy. Mr. Kramer, as a last question to you, how long has 
it been apparent to you that there might be a surplus of the funds avail- 
able to the Food Stamp Program? 

Mr. Kramer. I think the hunger lobby, as such, recognized this just 
by projecting the monthly figures. Starting last March, the program 
had a stasis period of about 8 or 0 months in which it dian't vary 
very much in participation or expenditures. Thus, we were pretty cer- 
tain that this was going to be a shortfall of $300 -or $400 million. 

Senator Percy. When you say "last ^larch," do you mean this 
March? 

Mr. Kramer. March of 1971. There was an 8-month period through 
September when the program didn't move at all. That was why last 
January, when there was talk of withholdinj? of $200 million— I don't 
know if you remember that — I was a little bit tix)ubled by talk of $200 
million withholding since it was clear they weren't going 'o spend $1 
to $5 million. Tliey weren't withholding anything, they just weren't 
spending. 

Senator Percy. Do you feel the Department reasonably was aware 
of these trends? 

Mr. Kramer. Yes, I think they were. They would testify they were. 
It is bureaucratic caution, that statute overriding Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget overriding, yes, very clearly. Obviously if they had 
come here and told you this in April you would have had time to act. 
They have you now with your back against the door. 

Senator Percy. I appreciate very much your being here. You have 
pointed out some critical areas here, and that is why you were invited, 
of course, to point out how we can improve the pro/^rams in the future, 
and how we can learn from some mistakes of the past. 

Senator McGovern has been quite gracious in some of the comments 
he has made about the progress that has been made in the Congress 
and executive branch in the last 3 years. The figure has been given 
that we have increased food expenditures 9 to 10 times. 
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Would you feel that, though there are areas for improvement, that 
increase IS an mdication that progress has been made and that we are 
on the right track ? 

Mr. SciiiFF. The program is very popular in New York City. More 
than three-fourths of a million people use food stamps every month. 
1 consider It more a testimony to high prices ihan I do to the efficacy of 
the Food Stamf) Program effort. It is a helpful program, and we are 
pleased to have it m the city, but it is a constant source of anguish that 
we have to keep fighting to maintain it at its present level. That is the 
thflfn? ^^^^ talking about expansion, but holding 

Mr. Kramer. My answer, just referring to the people problems, 4 
years ago, as you well know, when the poor people's campaign started 
tins, It didn't strike any bells in the countryside at all. Very few peo- 
ple, almost no one, was getting food stamps. Quite a few were getting 
commodities but nowhere near this number. 

Now when the program starts to tighten up; when things do not im- 
prove; when, as in New York from a people's point of view, 500,000 
families may m fact lose; it looks like we are getting worse. Clearly, in 

5vr„^''T'^^-°r'"','' '^"'^' numbers, there is a ninefold in- 

ciease. 1 think, when you are talking about hurting 500,000 families- 
^?^^"^^«>at off against the kind of outrage and anger in 
ttie countryside that will occur as these regulations bite deeper and 
deeper into what people have had in the past ^ 

iZlZ ?f ^\'^^ y^J? ^*^' for being with us. 

x^ci^IetViId^^. S&^K"' 

STATEMENT OF DK. KICHARD BYEKLY, MANPOWEB PIANNINQ 
COXTNCIL, DES KOINES 

Dr"K'" Fin^.'* ^ ^ '^^^^"^ off, will you? 

Senator Pkrcy. We are pleased to have both of you here. 
i)r. «YERLY. Senator, I want to thank you on behalf of the Des 
Momes Area Manpower Planning Council 

foo u ^'^°"".l''' ^°^' was formerly called the Camps Commit- 
Colmcn"'' ' " ^^'^^-^ '^'^''^ name t7the MAPS 

an r '^"f"""' comprised of labor, education, business, management 

Sams that Kf- "'V'^'-^ *° ''""^^^"^^^ the m'anp3 pr" : 
grams that we have m our Des Moines area. ^ 

-.uZ.lk^''^ ^f''^ ^o»""l fhat serves an eight-countv area 

funrtions' W ''^""'^ ^^P^"^ some of our 

leStiv; nature "'"^ ''""^"^ ^" ^« '^^^ - 

ho^r itt^^^^^^^^^^^^^ - call a legislative, ad 

DeJpn^iTrL"&Jl3rS ^ ''^^^^'^'^^ 

that were complaining about the fact that the S^fL staSJp re^i^! 
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tion was imposing a Iianlship on them and thus reduciiig the incen- 
tive forthem to coiitimie with their education. 

Tlji'ough our iManpowcr Council, and then channeled into the leg- 
islative ad hoc <rroup, w(» have begun toexi)lore the prohlonj, 

1 would like to conmieiul particularly the diligent work of Mr. Mike 
llognn. of the City Manpower'.^ Oilice, who is also a nicnihor of that 
legislative ad hoc committee. lie reseai-ched and helped us to draft 
the document which we would like to submit to you to be included in 
the i-ecord.* 

The members of that conunittee and the people who helped us woi'k 
on this particular problem were Mi\ Clark Kasinus?en, of Senator 
Hughes' stail'; Mr. Don Kowan, who is with the AFL-CIO South Cen- 
tral Federation of Labor: Mr. Mike Jlogan, whom I have mentiojied 
previously; myself; and also many other people that we have called 
in to work on particular parts of tlie report that we put together and 
mailed to our Cojigressmen and Senatoi-s. 

USDA Regulations CmrrLE Ixckxtive 

Our concern, to sum it up very quickly for you — as a manpower 
council, and my primary CvOncern as a community college administra- 
tor — is focused on tJie fact that by imposing the rcgubitions given to 
us by the USDA on Thursday, July 29, 1971, in Section 271.3 i, what 
we have in effect done by placing these educational benefits as income 
for those people and thus i-educing the amount of food stamps they 
ai-e eligible for, is we have severely and very, vei7 critically impedecl 
the incentive for those people to continue witb their educational 
programs. 

Let me reiterate that this regulation has done tremendous damage to 
those individuals who feel education is one route to remove themselves 
from the welf ai*e rolls permanently. 

Polk County in Iowa was the first to implement the regulation, and 
that is why I feel that we were probably the first to see the effects of 
it in Iowa. 

The other outlying areas of the State will be implementing this very 
soon, and I am sure they are going through the same thing now. 

I do not want to belabor the point, but I do want to mention that we 
found from the report the following things : 

1. That the new reflations have removed the incentive from 
many manpower recipients, not only WIN clients, but also many 
other manpower recipients in our area who are also on food 
stamps, to get the necessary training that will permanently re- 
move them from the welfare rolls. 

2. That the new food stamp regulations have implications far 
remov^ed from just the WIN program, and would influence many 
other programs in manpower that we deal with in tlie Des Moines 
area. 

3. That the implementation of the new program actually costs 
more to implement, and we are actually serving fewer clients 
with a longer waiting period. 

4. By removing the incentive for these manpower clients, we 
will be losing tax revenues in the future. 



♦See Appendix, p. 700, 

76-300— 72~pt. 3B 3 
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Ajraiii, on behalf of the Manpower Committee, I want to thank you 
for tlie opportunity to speak to you, and I, as a community college 
jidministrator in what I consider the most vital educational movement 
in the countiy, seek your assistance in correcting this inequity which 
now exists. 

Help us to keep in school those individuals that we have worked so 
hard to serve. Thank you. 

Senator Percy. Thank you, very muclu indeed. I think we will go 
right into your testimony Mrs. Cain and later question both of you. 

STATEMENT OF MRS. DOROTHY CAIN, TRAINEE AND FOOD 
STAMP RECIPIENT, DES MOINES, IOWA 

Mrs. Cain. Senator Percy, I want to thank you for the opportunity 
to appear before this comm ittee. 

I am a student and a recipient of aid to' dependent children. 

For the present at least, I am also a participant in the Food Stamp 
Program. 

"When I began working in January 1970, 1 found I was unable to 
fully support myself and my two children, and I applied for, and first 
receivecf, food stamps, at that time. 

In September of 1970, 1 was given an opportunity to join the work 
hicentive program, which is operated by the Polk County Department 
of Social Services, and the local Employment Security Offices in Des 
Moines. 

For me the WIN program meant an opportunity to improve my 
chances to become fully self-supporting by completing my education. 
For myself and my children, WIN meant the difference between years 
of partial dependence on welfare or total self-sufficiency. I wanted 
to take that chance. 

At that time, my income was increased by the amount of the work 
incentive payment and totaled about $273 a month. 

Food stamps then cost $30; and, for that amount 1 received $84 
worth of food stamps. 

Pays $34 More Montiilt 

That was my situation until March of 1972. Then the new regula- 
tions went into effect. I still have the same amount of income available 
to meet my expenses, but now I must pay $64 for $88 worth of food 
stamps. 

That has happened because the expenses I have for gettmg to scliool 
and staying there are now counted in my income. That means my 
tuition that's paid directly to the school, the book fees that are paid 
directly to the school, my child care, which is paid directly to the 
babysitter, are counted as my actual income. ^ 

Once again. Senator, just as in September of 1970, 1 have a choice- 
only this time the choice is more difficult. Now I must choose between 
feeding my children or staying in school. Of course, there is no ques- 
tion in my mind which choice I must make. 

Senator Percy. Could you comment on whether or not your situa- 
tion is unusual? Is this an unusual case? Are there othei'S that you 
know of that are in the same situation ? 
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Mrs. Cms. I cannot give you nn exact number of tlie people in Iowa 
that this has alFected, but 1 will «ret that for vou.* I know that every 
WlA participant i.s atFected the siunc way. 

Dr. Byekly. Senator, may I mention, we have on our main campus 
area 80 to 85 WIN cnrollees presently involved in educational pro- 
grams. We had around 100 that were on programs last fall. 

We also have a downtown center in Des Aloincs where we provided 
many other types of educational services and serve about 100 to 125 
WIN enrollees there each year. 

So, in terms of numbei^s, there are many in a very similar state to 
what this young lady is. 

Senator Pkkcy-. \ou are faced, then, with a dilemma and a doci.sion 
as to whether you have to choose between education and tmining or 
feeding your children. 

Mrs. Caik. That is right. 

Senator Percy. It is >lly, as you say, a total disincentive to accom- 
plisli the purpose of the program, which is the only hope for you to 
become self-sufficient and to support yourself and your children. 

Mi*s. Cms. It seems like we are bemg punishcd'for trying to <ret off 
the welfare rolls. 

If I stayed at home, raised my children, and did not try to go to work 
or did not try to get any training, I woulS have to pay $27 a month for 
the same amount of food stamps. It seems like the mcentive is workin<^ 
in reverse. ^ 

Senator Percy. It is a disincentive, then, 

"A Double-Edged Sword*' 

Mrs. Caij^. Yes. The children are the ones who are losing under the 
WIN program. 

If 1 quit school and stay home, they will be condemned to a life of 
poveity on the welfare rolls. If I continue to go to school, they will be 
without the nutritional needs that food stamps have provided for them 
m the past. It is a double-edged sword. 

Senator Pjerct. You have how many children ? 

Mrs. CAm. I have two preschool children, ages 5 and 2i/>. 

Senator Perct. Wliat is it vou are training to become ? " 

Mrs. Cms. I plan to teacn English in secondary schools. 

Senator Percy, And how much longer do you have to so in that 
program? ^ 

Mrs. Caik* I am just starting as a junior, so I have 2 more years to 
complete. . 

Senator Percy. You have a 2-year program ahead of vou? 
Mrs. Cms. Yes, I do. 

Senator Percy. And if you can complete that program, what as- 
surance then do you have that you will be able to get a teachin«' job 
and what salary would yon potentially be able to earn i ^ 

Mi»s. Cms. WIX does try to help with placement. The starting salary 
m Iowa for teachei-s is $7,300. 

That would mean tripling my present income. It would mean that 
I would no longer be eligible for ADC. 



♦See Appendix, p, 7ii. 
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Senator Percy. With the number of exemptions you have, your 
problem would be how much income ta.^ you would be paying on ^7,300. 

Wouldn't it appear as thoufjh, in your case, it is aosolutely certain 
that the investment of 2 years m this program to keep you in this pro- 
gram, would be very moaest indeed, and the return on investment for 
the U.S. Government, would be very high for a potential lifetime of 
earnings ^ 

Mi-s. C.MX. That is true. One of the other women who is on the work 
incentive program, Susan Bickford, ha.s drawn up a chart, showing 
exactly how much she will pay in tuxes if she finishes school, and the 
difference between how much" the Federal Government will have *n 
pay her until her children reach the age of 18. 

Senator Pkkcv. Dr. Byerl^, your perspective is one that does not 
always get heard on the question of food stamps. 

I.< it fair to say that these regulations that you have been discussing 
arc, in your judgment, bad business? 

l)r. liVKiM.v. The very case that she nUMitions is in the repoit we 
snbniittod. And v.'c have also triod to i)rojoct othor things we felt wore 
iini>oi-tnnt in terms of cost i-eimbursejnejit — i)ay back to the Govern- 
ment — and in terms of tax revenues later on. 

It was the consensus of opinion of our entire group that this was 
one ^)rol)lem wliich was going to actually add more to our national 
deficit, by not amending these regulations. 

Students are definitely going to be impeded by this. It is a bad busi- 
ness venture. 

Senator Pkucv. Speaking as an educator, now, how do you feel 
about this regulation I 

Dr. Bykuly. I know of the involvement that you have had in 
Illinois, l)ocause I know some of the conrununity college people at 
IMalcolm X. I know that you had an intern in j'our office last year 
and I know you are acquainted with many of the programs that ai-e 
going on tln*oughout tlie community college movement. 

Wc feel, without a doubt, that this is one conduit, one cheap edu- 
cational conduit, which people have to get off of the welfare rolls. And 
Wft ns community colleges, are serving a tremendous number of low- 
income students across the country. 

So. we feel, without a doubt, that from an educational standpoint 
we have to rectify this situation in order for us to better sen'e these 
I)eoplc, 

Senator Pkkcv. Do you have any feelings at all if Congress ever in- 
tended that working people and trainees be actually penalized in this 
way? 

Not Intkxt op Coxcracss 

Dr. BYKRr-Y. I am ceitain they did not, after reading the Congres- 
sional Record on these issues. I frankly do not think that the language 
i*eflected thisatall. 

I think this is merely a matter of oversight on some people's part, 
and I know, for exami)lc, the State people who regulate this program 
are extremely concerned. But they feel it is their job to conduct the 
mandate given to them by their superiors. 

So, it has forced everyone into a rather unfortunate dilemma. 

Senator Percy, I have always felt that some of the problems of gov- 
ernment are inconsistency of policy. It is difficult to get consistency. 
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I know in the case of tobacco that is probably tlie best example — 
ono (Icpartnient pays out funds to stocu it and store it and then an- 
other depailinent tells you not to smoke it because of injurious health. 

And we try to help peoi)lc abroad improve their health standards 
ajid then we sjwnd money adveitisin<^ American tobacco abmad to get 
rid of the surplus. 

Voa could not have anythinj^more conf u«in<i: than tliat. 

There seems to be a tmiversiil belief now that wc ought to junk our 

C resent welfare prognuns. They are not working. We ought to bite the 
ullet and spend tlie moneys necessary now, which admittedly are 
more to begin with, to invest in programs that will help people help 
themselves. 

And certainly we could not have a finer example than wc have 
here. And as I understand it, you do not think you are untypical ; 
ycnir experiences are possibly typical of many kinds of experiences 
that people are now having. 

IJut the whole idea of welfare reforms is that, in principle, we want 
the opportunity available to people to work, and no disnu-entives to 
going to work. Yet today, in the nuplementation of these ivgulations, 
vou are testifying that we are doing exactly the opposite of^wlmt the 
President and the Congress Imve set about to do. And here are i)ro- 
grams in being which are actually working in revei'se to anticipations, 

I thank you, very much, for being here. 1 appivciate your testimony 
very much indeed. 

Senator llnghes would have liked very much to have been hen» to 
have introduced you; but regretfully, he is tied up in his coniniittoes 
elsewhere* 

We will see that the record is kept open .so that he may insert what- 
ever conunents he might wish to make along with your o wn te.stiniony. 
(The statement follows,) 

I>«ki»akf:u Statement for thk Rkcord by ,Skxatok IIakoi.d K. llutiiif-^ 

(D.-IOWA) 

I wish to coiniMomI the Select Committee on Xiitrition and Unman Needs for 
conducting tliese oversight hea rings on the operations of the Food Stunip Pro* 
«rnni, ami I rtm pleased to huve tlie opportunity to>;ulnnit for the rword a state- 
ment in supiwrt of tlie position so ably presented by Dorothy Cain of Norwalk, 
J'Avji, witli regard to the effect the new food stamp regulations Irnve had on 
WIN recipients. While I sliaii confine my remarks to the participants iu the WIN 
prigrnm in Iowa, I am aware of the deleterious effects of tlie new n»gnlations on 
other food stamp recipients as well. The regulations seem to be well desi{.'netl t<i 
return money to the U.,S. Treasury while doing nothing to add to tl>e nntrltional 
weM'hcing of our poor. 

l'ijirlit»r this year I begtin to receive letters from ''WIN mothers.** most of 
them cnlleU themselves, pleading for help liecnuse they wore fftce<l with :> rise in 
their cost for food stamps even though their actual income hnd mit been in* 
creaswl. It-sotm l)ecanie evident that the culprit was the food stamp n^gnlnlinn^i 
pnmml gated by the Detmrtment of Agriculture and scluHltiliHl to talce effoct in 
.March of this year. 

The ne%v regulations required, among other things, that the honefits df the WIN 
program — school costs, haby-sltting expenses, training allowanct»s. etc. — won^ t<» 
tie (HHmted as income, even though they represented not one penny of actmil n<ldi« 
tionai money to the recipient. The cash incentive was nsnally hnrely enoi!s:li to 
cover the extrn costs involved »>y virtue of behig in school or in training. The 
result was that hwnnse of the way food stamp allotments an» eaWnhito**. each 
of the recipients f<iund herself iu a higher income bracket and thus forced to pay 
uiore for her food stamps. The sums involved would not be considered critical 
for mo«t <»f ns, but f<ir tho.^*e who are living at or Ik»1ow the poverty Ihie and have 
young children to feed, each dollar becomes vitally important 
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Ii sct*in(*(l liicriHlililf' to nio tliat ihc nc|Kirtmcnt of AKrifUlturo sIj«uI<I, thronph 
n'Siilntioii. ami not liy tlir cliwt'on of Conjjross, take ;xci\m\ that could dotroy 
tUv vtTiH'WviWsfi ot the WIN prosnini— a progrniii si»OfUiraIIy deslpinMl (o help 
thn^v witli hiltlntivc tf» pTft out of the welfare eycle and Iieomie self'SUpiiortins. 
laN*iKiyin;; dtlTu^ns. 

I ihcn»for(» wrote Seeretary Jlniz on March 10. 1072. urfrlnR hini to amend the 
rc«uhtU<)n<. omitting: the new ineoino f-oniputation rofiulremeuts. Tlie reply I 
rceelvwl from the I>e|Mirtnu'nt «)f A^rirultnre nmintnlneil timt such a change 
woidd not he fair to tliose not iwrtldpatlnu' In WIN proffrnnis. Such a poUey 
means tliat an ADC motlier who doc»s not make the extni cn'ort it takes to pret 
off welfare Is I»etter ofT in terms of the food she can buy for her family tlian tlie 
mother wlio nuikes tlie consideralde sacrifices Involvecl In iMH.-ominfr a self- 
resiHKrtlnp: menil)cr of our society. Such a policy Is seJf-<lofeatins and ocononi* 
Jcnlly unsound. ^ , * 

Kwause of my strong fcclinprs on the matter. I callctl tlie attention of the 
Senate to the pVoblein In a statement on the Senate door on April 11 of this 
year, and I ask that that statement be Included at this point in the record of 
ihcse hearings. 

TKXT OF IIUQHES* MESS.VOE TO TIXK 6EXATE, Al'llIL 11,1072 

Before lonp the Senate will l)C considering legislation whieli Is intended to 
reform our present liodgo-podge. Inequitable, and Inadequate welfare system. 
One of the aims of the reform Is to establish a means whereby more people can 
Ket out of the welfare cycle Into the productive wage-earning mainstream of 
s«icietv. President Nixon has stre.sscil this aspect of his pro|>osal over ami over 
again' whenever the troublesome problems Involved with welfare have been 
raised. And if ue «in succeed In enacting such a progmm. the benefits will be 
felt bv every man. woman, and child In our country. 

1 siibndt, however, that such a |)rogram Is doomed to failure If governmental 
agencies w*>rk at cross puri>"**cs— If one department helps while another denies. 
Yet this is exactly the sinmtion that has arisen with resfvoct to the work Incen- 
tive program and the food stam|) program as they opemte in Iowa. 

Iowa has develo|KMl a work Incentive program of which It is justifiably proud. 
Its succes*! mte Is 51%— the highest In the nation. It presently enrolls over 
l,:i(H) iiartlclpants— iHirsoius who now sec some hojic for the future for them- 
selves and their dependents. 

Hut as a n»>ult of food stamp regulations which went into effect on March 1. 
1072. most of these participants now sec their hoi>es and dreams falling by the 
wayside. The new regulations miuire that payments received from governmeiit- 
spo'usorcil i^rogranis such as the Work Incentive Program must be counte<l as 
Income in the computation of food stamps, and the result is that they must 
pay more for their food stam|>s than previously. 

The old regulation state<l: 

*'The amount of incentive payments and training allowances made to en- 
i-oliees under the second priority of the Work Incentive Program, I.e.. enrol lees 
in institutional or work-exi>erIence training, shall he disregarded to determine 
eligibility and the basis of coupon issuance under the Food Stamp Progmm." 

'Hie new regulations which are being protested state tliat In dcHning income, 
the following must be considered : 

^'Payments received from governnient*sponsored programs such as Agrlcul* 
Inral Stabilization and Conservation Service programs, the Work Incentive Pro- 
gram, or Manpower Training Program." 

On March 10. 1972. 1 wrote to Secretary of Agriculture Butz urging an immedi- 
ate revision of tlie new regulations. Some 19 days later — almost tliree weeks— I 
rtH;elved a rf»ply. not from Secretary Butz. hut from his assistant. Mr. Lyng. 
contending that a disregard of WIX lienofits would l>e unfair to parti ci pa nt.s 
in the Food Stamp Program who are not participating in the WIN program. 

The DeiMirtnient of Agriculture seems to l)e working under the theory that 
work incentive allowances and payments amount to real income. The fact is 
that they would not be made unless one was enrolled in the WIN program and 
tliey are designed specifically to take care of necessary expenses incurred because 
of siieli enrollment. The actual "incentive** bonus amounts to about $6 a week, 
and most of tliis is also being used to defray necessary expenses and not for any 
extra or Uixury items. 
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A letter I Iinve received from tbe Polk County Depn rtnient of Social Serviivs 
states: **ADC granU which are barely sufficient to cover the costs of basic needs 
nt lionie cannot imy transportation costs and daily personal expenses at scbool 
or on work ext)erience sites. With the above-mentioned WIN imyments con- 
j<I(lcred as income, the WIX enrol lee loses more than he gains. OChus his plan 
for l»ecoming employable and hence seIf-supiK>rting is thwarted.** 

Tlio truth of the above .statement is borne out over and over asnin in the letters 
I have rccelvoil from the WIN {KirticilKints themselves. Tliey have told mo of the 
hl;;h hoiK*s they li:i<l when they onnuietl in thepro;;rain, of how they had ref^ainiHl 
prido ami .•^olf.respect, of how eagerly they were looking forward to the time when 
tliey Won hi u<» lon^rr 1k» welfare recipients. Ami they have toid me how. with one 
.<troke of the \h>i\. the Department of Asrienlture has (hishe<I those hoites hy tell- 
ing them that the one very basic need of us all— fo<Ml— would no longer be avail- 
able as before. JUnrause of this, many have tfild me that they fear they will have 
to drop out of the program becjiuse they will not deny food to their deiK'ndents. 

The l><*partment of Agriculture*s new regulations i-ould easily wreck the Work 
Incentive Tntgram in Iowa. Moreover, they represent to my mind a direct denial 
of the .Vdiidnistration's pnife.sse<l eonnaitment to helping people get olT the wel- 
fare n>1ls. Simphi arithmetic will show the Department what Is happening as 
a result «>f the new regnlatlont:. And a simple revision can <*orrect the iK'imrt- 
nicufs erri»r. 1 urge In the stnuigcst l»ossIble terms that this he done without 
ilelay. 

In addition. I would like to urge this Conaaittee. with its ovcr^rlding eonoern 
fiir the nutrlthuial welhbeing of our poor, to investigate thoroughly wha* win 
happen under the preseal food stamp regulations when the work Ineentlveamen<l* 
inents hastily passed hist Di'oendter become effective on .7uly 1. 1972. Tlies** amenil 
meiiis n*itiirv WIN par tie! pat ion by thousands upon thons:inds of iktsoms mi<ler 
the A PC pr<»grnm whereas previous i):irticipatlon had been roUmtartf. If tlu' 
pi'<»>ent f<MMl stamp regulations st«n<l. the experiences of the relatively few pres. 
eat participants will be multipliinl many times. We will be telling a hirge seg- 
inciu of our |M»or.-mostly ADC mi>thers with sclHiobage ehildreii^that n<»t only 
nuist they Icjive hi»me for w«>rk or Iraiaiag but tlmt one of the c*mso<pieni'<'R of 
doing so will be that the food they mnni to fee<l their children will ei»st m<»re 
eveu though th<\v m«y not realize any actual income gain. 

The Fo«>d Stamp l*n>gram can be one of our most effective weapons in our 
iiMlit against poverty. The person tlmt Is adcijuntely fed at least has a ehanee 
to attain a decent standard i>f living. I think we must make sure that the reguhi- 
ti<ms governing Its o|H'ration bring enciuiragemeut to our poor: they loust in no 
way b«» used to discourage efforts to join the mainstream of .«ociet.v. The pre^^ent 
regnhith)n« i-jin only re'iult In dis<Miurage!aent and dismay— they should be 
changed without delay. 

Dr. HvKKi.v. Tlinnk you. 
^fi's. Catx, Thank yon. 

Senator Pi:Kcy. Our Inst witnesses are Mrs. Roy, Mi-s. lirown, and 
Mi-s. Chapman. 

Wo are very hnpi)y to have i^esidonts of the District of Colinnbia 
with n?. T always find it very helpftil. whenever lookinjr at pro<j:ra!ns 
that we want to institute oi- pro«:rams that we are studying for the 
future, to jii.st .soniotinios within six blocks of the Capitol ami 
look at the implementation of these programs. I linve done it on lioiis- 
ing programs. I liave done it on feeding programs, law enforeement 
prognims. We have a wonderful laboratory right here. AVe don't have 
to go haek. always, to Illinois, or Iowa, or California, AVe can find riglit 
here a miiM-ocosm of America and how some of these programs are 
working. 

I understand that yon do not have a prepai-ed statenient, .co I 
would very much appreciate your response to these questions. 
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STATEMENTS OF MRS. ROY, MRS. BROWN. AND MRS. CHAPMAN OF 

WASHINGTON, B.C. 

Senator PKncv. As I understand it. both of you use food stamps, is 
tliat correct? 
Mr. Kov. Yes. 

Senator PKncv. Could vou tell us how much you h.ive to pay for 
your stnmpst and how much your stamps ai'c worth ? 
Mrs. Kov. I pay $20 for $32 >vorth of .stamps. 
Senator Pkucy. You arc getting a $12 advantage, then, 
Mrs. Ror. Yes. 

Senator Pkikt. You are payinjr the s;n!U' amount, Mi-s, Brown ? 
Mrs. Puow.v. I pay $20 for $32 wortli of stamps. 
Senator Pkrcv, Is $32 worth of food stamps enough for you to buy 
the food you need ?^ 
>ri's, Kov, Xo. it i.sn't. 
Mi-s, Ukowk. Xo, it i.sn't, 

.Senator PKncv, It is not. Could you tell us whv it is not enou<rh ? 

Mrs. KoY. Well, just because we'are on diet.<5. We have sugar diabetes, 
higli blood pressure, and you have to buy food for tliose kinds of tilings 
tlmt you have to have. You can't eat anything and everything. And the 
prices are very high on that diabetic food. 

Senator Pkkcv. Do you find diabetic foods arc more expensive? 

Mrs. BnowK, Yes, 

^^cnator Pkkct, Do you have to be more selective? 
Mrs, KoY, Some of it is, 

Mrs. BiiowK, All of that is for the sugar that we have, we are 
dial)ctic. 

Senator pKncv. The welfare agency know.<5 about your condition? 

Mrs. Kov. I am not on welfare. I am on Social Security, 

Mrs. BnowN. I am on retirement 

Senator Pkrcv. You do get Social Security ? 

Mrs» Kov. Yes. 

Senator Pekcy. And you have notified the appropriate oflleials that 
you arc receiving inadequate food allowances in the food stamps: is 
that right? 

Mrs. Browk. Yes. But I wanted to know why, I want to know why I 
pay someone for food stamps when I don't get just a little bit of money* 
when some get the same amount and they pay less money for fo<kl 
stamps? 

Senator Percv. How much do you have to spend on food each month 
now? 

Mrs. Browx. On food? 

Senator Percv. Yes, how much would you need to spend on food to 
have an adequate diet? 

Food Stamps Last Oxe-Tiiird of Month 

Mi-s. Browx. Well, the stamps that I get, they run me up to jxisi 
about a week and a half. Then I have to have money to go to the store 
for the rest of tlie month. The food is just so high that the doctor 
ordered me to eat, I can*t eat fresh meats, and I can eat lx»ef and 
chicken and fish like that, but that is real high. So my stiunps don't do 
that 
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Senator Perct. Can you give us some idea as to what you buy now 
with tlie food stamps that you h«ave, and as to how you plan your daily 
input of food? "VVliat selections do you have available to you? If you 
do not have adequate funds, wliat do you get? Does it literally leave 
you hungry? 

Mi*s. Bkowx.Xo. 

Senntor Pekcv. Is it just that you are not getting some of the foods 
yon need ? 

Mi-s. RuO'AN'. I am supposed to eat three meals a day, but I don't 
eat three meals a day every day because it takes more than my stamps 
to eat three times a day. I just eat two meals a day. 

Senator Peucv. You try to get by on two meuls a day, What time of 
day do yon have your eveaiing supper ? 

All's. Browx. Aronnd 6 p.m. or sometimes before. 

Senator Percv, And then yon are staying with chicken, fish? 

Mr.-. Bkowx. Yes. 

Senator Peecy. What other special foods do yon need to purchase 
for voursclf ? 

Jlrs. Buowx. Vegetables, for one thing. I like vegetables and fruit. 
And I like other meat, but not fresh meat. 

Senator Percy. And you simply are not able to buy it I 

yivs. Brown. No, I don't liave-^ — 

Senator Percy. The food is prescribed for you? 

'Mrs. Browx. I don't have the money. The stamps — I pay so much 
for stamps. Maybe I would have the money, but I pay so nuich for 
stamps and they don't run me for a whole nlontlu so I liave to jnst — I 
would ha\'e some money from them stamps to buy food. 

Senator Percy. What would be necessarj* fov you to have an ade- 
quate allowance for food? I am not talking aboiiit extravagant foods 
or hi«rh cost foods, but an adequate diet, adequate allowance for your 
food budiret { 

Mi*s. l^Kowx. I guess — I get 32 a year. 

Mrs. CuArMAK. Could I answer that. Senator? 

Senator Percy. Yes, Mrs. Chapman. Take the microphone, won't 
you? 

Costs Ketired Peoplk More 

Mr.s. CnAr.MAx. I think Mrs. Brown is a little bit confused. With the 
?mali amount they get it jnst isn't possible to obtain an adequate diet. 
1 believe that if the food stamps were increased to allow her to buy the 
foods that she needs, it would give her an adcifuate diet, and al.so'Mi-s. 
Roy. Tier income is retirement, and it is such a snuill amount that she 
gets from her retirement. Since the new regulations went into etFert. 
both of these pei-soais' payment for food staanps has been incretised. 
Tiic bonus that they ;:ie i-eceiving is such a little hit, and there is 
no al lowance made for persons on special diets, such as heart conditions, 
and heart troubles, et cetera. 

And even though the food stamp office knows this, there is no con- 
sideration ^iven. 

Senator Percy, Well, certainly under our Medicare problem, if you 
are hospitalixed — if you get sick enough so that you are put in a hos- 
pital, you have prescribed for you whatever is* required, regai-(lles.s 
of your income. 



ill-S. ClIAl'MAX. Right. 

Senator PKncv. Now, is it your experience that if a person who is 
a diabetic, who is over 65. who has greater health problems, many 
times, than those of younger years— that if they have inadequate 
food, and an inadequate diet, or tlie wrong diet, that they may end 
up to be hospital cases ? 

lli-s. CiiAPM.vx. Absolutely. 

Daily FKDKnAT. Cost— i3 Ckxts to $80 

Senator Pkrcy. So then all of a sudden, the cost may be $50, $60, 
S70 or iJSO a day for an indefinite period of time, paid for fully by the 
Government on Jledicare. 

Mi-s. CiiAr.MAX. Absolutely. 

Senator Perct. But what you want to do is have an incentive to stay 
out of the hospital. 
'Sirs. CiiAPMAX. IJi*rht. 

Senator Pkucy. What you are saying is that for tlie lack of a 
modest amount of additional food— adequate for diabetes, for in- 
stance, in this case — ^,von may endanger the possibility of remaining 
out of the hospital. 

Mi*s. CnAVMAX. Yes. 

Senator l*Kr.CY. So there is a real incentive to be sick enough to go 
to the hospital, then, automatically, you will get a regular diet that 
the hospital would prescribe and adequate food allowance. And it is 
better for you, but far worse for society and the Government, and 
worse for you as a total pei-son, to have to go to a hospital. E\ eryone 
di-eads tluit experience. 

Mi-s. CnAr>rAX. That's right. 

Mi-s. KoY. That's right. 

Senator Pkiu y. But this is really what we might be doing. 
Now, Mi-s. Chapman, these two cases of Mi*s. Koy and Mi-s. Bi-own, 
are these untypical? 
'Sirs. CiiArMAx. Xo. 

Senator Pkrcy. Would you say they are typical? 

Mi-s. Cii.vrMAx. These two cases are just a sample of what is hap- 
pening here in the District of Columbia. 

Senator Pkrcy. What is your relationship with Project LINK in 
Friendship House? 

'Sirs. CuAPMAX. I am a neighborhood worker, and also the dii-ector 
of Allen Wilson's Senior Citizen's Center, located at 727 7th St. SE- 
just a shoit distance away from here. 

Those are just two cases that I liave handled concerning the Food 
Stamp Program. Many other cases that I have tell of the same story, 
snid the same plight of these two persons here. Maybe in some cases 
it is woi-se. And I would say that I would like to see the day when 
this city government would* do something on the preventive side to 
keep these people in their homes, instead of putting them in 
institutions. 

Senator Pkucv. Of course, that is the ])urposc of our nutritional 
feeding program for the elderly, which includes >fcnls on AVheels.* Do 
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you hiive such a program in Friendship House? 

Mrs. Chapman. Xo, sir; we do not have a program at the Friendship 
House pertaining to ileals on Wheels. 

Senator Pkrcy. Is there one anywhere in the community within 
connnuting distance ? 

^Ii-s. CiiAPArAX. Well, I know a church right a few blocks from here, 
they have instituted Aleals on '^^^leels. But that is for the shut-in 
pei-son. 

Senator Pkrcy. Yes. that's right. 

Mrs. CiiAPMAX. And they have a cei*tuin amount of money per week 
to pay for these meals. I think it is two cold meals and one hot, per 
day. 

Senator Pkkcy. Eight. 

^Ii-s. CiiAioiAX. Five da^^s per week. 

Senator Pkrcy. I certainly feel that these feeding programs for the 
senior citizens, if we can encourage older people who haA'e inade<|uate 
allowances for food to use those programs, we gain many advantages. 
The cost is, of coui-se, very low, 25 cents a meal. And perhaps the 
spread of ^hose programs will help in this particular case. 

But ' ; -low of no such program that is available to Mi-s. Roy or 
^frs. Li own in their community now ? 

Mrs. CiTAPMAX. We have a program at the Salvation Army, which 
is only 2 days a week, Tuesday and Thursday, from 10 to 2, at which 
t ime tliore is a hot meal served. 

Senator Pkkcv. IIow many days a week ? 

'Mys. CnAPM.vx. Two days. 

Senator Pkrcy. Two days ? 

Mrs. CiiAPMAx. Yes. 

Senator Pkrcy. What do you do the other five ? 

Mrs. CiiArMAx. Well, they come to Allen Wilson Center. 

Senator Pkrcy. I want to thank you very much indeed for being 
here. We very much appreciate it. And, ^Mrs. Chapman, is there anv- 
thinerolse that you would like to say? 

Mrs.Koy? 

TlIK CiTIZKXs' QUKSTIOX 

Airs. Roy. Yos. I would like to say, "Why is it that they take the 
money and put it back into the Treasury when they could bo helpful 
to the senior citizens to get more food stamps and pay less?-' You pay 
more* and got less stam])s and thoy don't last. So I would liko to know 
wliy would they want to put the money back in the Treasury when it 
could be needed out here, it could be very well used out liere. 

Senator Percy. Well, I think that is tlie $04 question that I promised 
Seci-etary Lyng that I would ask him when he returns to these liearings. 
And I will just ])ick out of the record your own phraseology. I will put 
that question to him in your name. 

Mrs. Roy. Thank you very much. 

Senator Pkrcy. Thank you for l)eing here. I know your presence 
hero will help many, many other people, because I think you are 
.speaking on behalf of many, many who are in exactly the same condi- 
f ion you are in. 
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IVIi-s. Roy. That's true. 
^ Senator Percy. As a country, we seem to have no problem of feed- 
ing our Army every place they are in the world. They get three square 
meals a day, and if they don't get (hem, you sure hear about it, no 
matter where they are, all over the world. We certainly have been 
ingenious in feeding people in otlicr countries in times of need, v/hich 
as a humanitarian Nation, we should. 

But I think our problem has been to find ways we can solve our 
problem right here at liome. 

IMrs. Roy. Right. 

Senator Pkrcy. And you are within a couple 

Mrs. CiiArMAX. Right down on 7th Si, SE. 
Senator Percy. Witlun 1 mile of the Capitol. 
IMrs. Brow*x. Down by the Navy Yard. 

Senator Percy. Here you are, within a mile of the Capitol, and you 
have a problem that is not being met. And it is our job to see that we 
meet that kind of problem. 

Thank you for being here. 

Mrs. OiiArMAX. Thank you. 

^Ii-s. Roy. Thank you j very much. 

Seiintor Percy. The committee is in recess, to reconvene on Wednes- 
day. .Tune 21. 

('\\niereuponj at 12 :10 p.m., the Select Committee was recessed, to re- 
couvonc at 10 a.m., on Wednesday, June 21, 1972, in room 1202 of the 
New Senate Office Building.) 

Note:' Testimony pertinent to the suiijoct of this Ijoarinj: (.Tune 7, 1072) was 
rosuined on Thursday, .Tune 22, 1072 in Roam G202 of the New Senate Office 
BniUliiig. 
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Monday, Jnnv 19, 1912, 

NUTRITION CoMMrra:E Uei»ort Cuks $700 Million in Uxspknt Food Assistance 

Funds 

Senator George McGoveni (D-SD)» Chairman of the Select Committee on 
Xutrition and Human Needs» released a staff report today showing about ^liH) 
million in unused funds for all food assistance programs adniinisiered by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. In releasing the report, McGovern said : 

••The President recently repeated his pledge: 'to end hunger in America itself 
for all time.' The Congress has responded by making funds available so that that 
commitment might become a reality. Only the L\SI)A seems not to have gotten 
the message." 

McGovem asked his staff to prepare the report after a day of hearings that 
revealed the USDA would be returning to the Treasury some $400 million of the 
funds appropriated for the food stamp program. 

Two additional days of hearings are scheduled for June 21 and June 22, to 
consider the freeze imposed on funds for food service in day care and other non- 
school settings, and to provide an opportunity for Administration spokesmen 
to respond to questions. (The USDA submitted its prepared statement nt the 
hearing conducted on June 7, 1972.) 

The staff report, '•Ualf a Loaf: Food Assistance in FY *72/* details the approx- 
imately $700 million iu funds made available by Congress for seven food assist- 
ance programs, which remain unused at the close of the current fiscal year. 

The full text of McGovem's statement follows: 

On June 7, 1972, a hearing of the Select Committee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs offered a rare opportunity. In place of the more common story of budget 
over-runs, or funds exhausted before the end of a fiscal year, a Federal agency 
was discovered to have accumulated a sun)lus of approximately $400 million, or 
nearly 20% of the funds appropriated by the Congress for a single program. 

Saving money is hardly a vice; a surplus of funds would normally he an 
occasion for praise. But this particular surplus is made less praiseworthy by its 
source : the USDA has "saved'* $400 million of the money intended for food stiimps 
for the poor. This was accomplished, as one witness put it, by ^•pickiwcketing the 
poor." 

With fewer than half of the poor participating in the food stamp program, 
with long knowledge that a large surplus would be occurring in the program, and 
despite a pledge from Secretary Karl Butz that recipients would not find their 
benefits reduced as a result of new food stamp regulations, the USDA has pur- 
sued policies which have : limited participation, increased the size of the surplus, 
and very definitely reduced benefits to large numbers of those participating in the 
program. 

The Food and Nutrition Service of USDA, the agency respou.sible for the 
program, had clear choices available to it. Food Stamp Amendnien.s passed in 
1071 require that the food stamp program provide a ''nutritionally adt lunte diet,*' 
and that the value of the food stamps be raise<l each year to reflect increases 
in the cost of living. However, in the June 7 hearing it was revealed that the 
USDA has recently acknowledged in a legal deposition that the Economy Food 
Plan (used by the Department to determine the size of the food stamp benefits) 
is deficient hi four nutrients: Vitamins B6, B12, folic acid and magnesium. 

At the same time, it was established that the Economy diet plan is not recom- 
mended for people engaged in hard labor or frequent exercise, that fewer than 
50% spending at the level of that plan will obtain even two-thirds of the Rec- 
ommended Dietary Allowances, that it is recommended only for temporary use 
and that the Department itself recommends "a money allowance for food consid- 
erably higher than the cost of the Economy Diet Plan.** 

With a 8uri)lus of $400 million, the Department could have raised the value 
of the food stamp allotment, to provide the nutritionally adequate diet required 
by the law. 

(655) 
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Instead, USD A respoiulod to the requirement tlint food stamps be raised by 
fTivini; all families — wlietlier of 1, 3, o, or 6 persons — exactly )?4 more per nuaitli 
(7 and 8 person lionseliolds were inereiised by .^8 and $12 respectively). That 
reprcsints .■>()()% less thsni the increase in the Cost of Food at Home. 

Despite tlie surplns dovelophig in tlie pro(:ram, the IjSDA went a step farther. 
A new pni^-hase schedule luis been released which will pass the cost of that Jj^t 
increase on to food stamp recipients. The law required that the food stamp allot- 
ment be raise<l : L'SDA decided that the poor should pay for it. 

A new rej?nlation governing tlie way income is figured* has had a devastatinj: 
effect on food stamp recipients who participate in work, training, or education 
programs intended to make them self-snflicient. In the pa.st, income that was 
not available for food and that went directly to meet the expenses of going to 
school or to work, were not counted as part of a poor family's income. 

For example, money that goes directly to a babysitter, or to transportation, 
was not counted as money available for food. Now that money is counted, and 
tile result is that many recipients suddenly Und themselves paying .$20 and k^O 
nun-e per uKmth for their food stamps although their income lias not increased 
at all. 

The regulation was not requested by the Congress during the course of the 
debate o\\ the food stamp amendments of 1971. There is no legislative history 
.suggesting that the Congress intended that the food stump program be operated 
in a way that penalixes poor persons who try to become self-snOicieut thnaigh 
work or training. The regulation does limit participation in the food stamp pro- 
gram : in (me eight-county area of Iowa alone 5,000 have dropped out of the 
program since this new regulation went into effec»t. 

With a surplus of million, there was no need for a regulation to severely 
limit program participation in ways the Congress did not intend. 

Many of the one- and two-person households participating in the food stamp 
program are elderly people with all of the physical complaints that accompany 
old age. Many of them are diabetic, have heart conditions, or have high blood 
pressure. Most of them require special diets, and most of the siiecial diets are 
costly. For them, the f(»od stamp program is an aid. but it falls far short of 
providing all their food requirements. Their food stamps run out half-wav 
through the month, or else they live on diets that they know are bad for theni. 

With 0 $400 million surplus in the food stamp program, it would have been 
possible to increase the amount of food stamps available to the elderly. All of 
this information was set out in the June 7 hearing. It raises serious questions 
About the operation of the other food assistance programs operated by the USI>A. 

As the attaclie<l report reveals, the record in the other programs is no more 
praiseworthy than in the food stamp program. In some of the program.<?. most 
notably Nationul School Lunch and the Donated Foods program, the amolmt of 
imused funds is only about 10%. and taken alone would perhaps not invite atten- 
tion. However, in other programs, the amount of unused funds is dramatic, and 
«ie policies of the USDA with respect to those programs is even more dramatie 

In School Breakfast, in Supplemental Foods, in the Special Pood Service Pro- 
gram for Children, a "freeze" has long been in effect. Countless applicants for 
the.'^e programs from all acrass the eountry have been told that thev cannot par- 
ticipate in the programs because there are no funds available. Day Care and 
Head Start programs, programs giving milk and other protein foods to pregnant 
women and new infants, schools desiring to operate a breakfast program all 
of these have been denied. 

Yet the funds have been made available by the Congress, and the surplus 
accumulating in these programs has long been knowTi to the Food and Nutrition 
Serviee of the USDA. Taken together, the Pood and Nutrition Service will have 
unspent, at the close of this fiscal year, some $700 million in funds intended by 
the Congress to alleviate hunger and malnutrition among the nation's poor 

The President recently repeated his pledge: "to end hunger in America it.velf 
for all time. The Congress has responded by making funds available so that that 
commitment might become a reality. Only the USDA seems not to have cotten 
the message. ^ 
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THUBSDAY, JUNE 22, 1972 

U.S. Skxatk 
Select Commito^ie ox 

XUTIUTION' AXI) IIUJIAX NkKDS 

Washington^ D.G. 
The Select Coniinittee met at 10:05 a.m., pursuant to call, in room 
G202 of the New Senate Office Building, the lloiiorable Alan Cranston 
presiding. 

Present : Senators Alan Cranston, Charles IT. Percy and Edward JI. 
Keimedy. 

Stall' members present: Kenneth Schlossberg, staff director; Aancy 
Aniidei, professional staff member; Vernon M. Goetchous, senior 
minority professional stall; and Elizabeth P. Hottell, minority pro- 
fessional staff'. 

Senator Cuanstox. The hearing muII please come to order. 
OPENING STATEMENT BY SENATOR CRANSTON, PRESIDING 

Senator Ckanstox. I was delighted to accept the invitation of the 
chairman, Senator McGovern, to chair this hearing of the Senate 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs. 

Oiu' purpose this morning is to seek answers to a number of serious 
questions raised at 2 previous days of hearings regarding the avail- 
ability of funds for food assistance programs. These questions center 
around the fact that the Department of Agriculture has not used some 
$700 million in funds Congress appropriated for the various food 
assistance programs for the current nscaf year. 

In the Food Stamp Program alone, nearly $400 million will bo 
returned to the Treasury unused, despite the fact that some 44 percent 
of 26 million eligible for it in America are now receivmg food stamps. 
And, despite the 244 counties across the Nation \vhich have requested 
or have been designated for, participation, but which have not yet been 
able to implement programs. 

Issues Before CoMraixEE Are Noxpartisan 

I want to be emphatic about one point : The issues before this com- 
mittee this morning are not partisan issues. We are not talking about 
Republican or Democratic dollars. We are talkmg about dollars the 
Con<Tress appropriated for food assistance programs, but which the 
admmistration has not used* We are talking about dollars that could 
have been used to ease the gnawing pangs of hunger. We want to find 
out why that money has not been spent. 

(057) 
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I would like to say I liave been impressed by the very close coopera- 
tion between the majority and minority members of the committee. 
I trust and hope this cooperation will continue. 

Regardless of the party in the 'White House, tlie Select Committee 
has a responsibility to the citizens of the United States to investigate 
problems relating to hunger in America. 

On June 7 this committee heard from witnesses concerned about the 
$400 million of food stamp funds about to be returned to the Treasury 
unused. Several witnesses raised serious questions about certain depart- 
mental policies which have contributed to the size of tliis funding "sur- 
plus," such as decisions affecting the amount of food stamps poor peo- 
ple can buy; how much they have to pay for them; whether or not to 
count work-related expenses as disposable income; and, the rate of ex- 
pansion inte new counties. 

Yesterday, the committee heard from individuals concerned about 
funds for the year-round portion of the Special Food Services Pro- 
gram for Children— Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act. We 
were advised that funds available for that pro^jram were not bcinjr 
spent despite the fact that significant amounts of Day Care and Head 
Start programs across the country were denied adequate funds for 
food services on the grounds that funds had been exhausted. In par- 
ticular, witnesses at yesterday's hearing raised the question of the 
arbitrary administration decision to deny Section 13 funds to Head 
Start programs applying after November 1969. 

These, then, are the issues before the committee this morning. We 
are pleased to have with us three officials of the U.S. Depart,ment of 
Agnculture: Assistant Secretary Richard Lyng, of the IJSDA, Mr. 
James Kocher, director of the Food Stamp Program, USDA, and Mr. 
Herbert Rorex, chief. Child Nutrition Division, USDA. 

Before proceeding, I want to see if Senator Percy has anj^thing to 
say at this point. 

Senator Percy. I will withliold my statement until I hear the 
testimony. 

Senator Cranstox. Mr. Lyng, we welcome you, and I understand 
you do have an opening statement. 

STATEMENT OF ASSISTANT SECEETAEY EICHAED LYNG, TJ.S. DE- 
PAETJDENT OF AGEICUITTJEE; ACCOMPANIED BY JAMES 
KOCHEE, DIEECTOE, FOOD STAMP DIVISION, FOOD NTITEITION 
SEEVICE, USDA; HEEBEET EOEEX, DIEECTOE, CHILD NUTEI- 
nON DIVISION, FOOD NTITEITION SEEVICE, USDA; AND PEO- 
FESSIONAI STAFF MEMBEES MESSES. OlSSON, DAVIS, AND 
SPEINOFIELD 

Mr Lyng. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and members of the commit- 
tee, for again giving me an opportunity to appear before the 
committee. 

I presented testimony on the Food Stamp and the Special Food Serv- 
ices Progi^ams on June 7 1 will not repeat that testimony this morning. 

I would, however, like to take this opportunity to discuss briefly a 
committee report entitled **Half a Loaf: Food Assistance in Fiscal 
Year 1972." 
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Mr. Chairman, as has already been pointed ont by members of the 
minority of this committee, that report is inaccurate and misleading. 

I understand that the report has been withdrawn from circulation 
pending the correction of tactual errors and a review of some of the 
report's unjustilied inferences. Unfortunately, the damage has ah-eady 
been done—the study has already circulated and been released to the 
press. For that reason, I would particularly like to comment on one 
of the report's charges — the allegation that $135 million has been with- 
lield from the nonsciiool feeding program. 

The report states that : 

Congress made a total of $184 miUioii avaUable for this program [iioiischool 
feeding] in fiscal year 1072. ($135 million of that amount is available from Sec- 
tion 32 funds.) 

This allegation apparently refers to the $135 million made available 
for free and reduced-price meals in Public Law 92-32,* money which 
was primarily intended to provide added suppoit for the School Lunch 
Program. The same legislation— Public Law 92-32— extended the non- 
school feeding program, but limited the authorization for appropria- 
tions for nonschool feeding to $32 million. 

At the same time, a separate piece of legislation. Public Law 92~35r 
made available an additional $17 million for the summer nonschool 
program. The intention to provide a total of $49 million for the non- 
school program wa.s confirmed in the Senate Appropriations report ^ 
dated July 14, 1971, which provided a total of $49 million for non- 
school feeding— $15.9 million of that specifically for year-round pro- 
grams. That was the $49 million that I discussed in my testimony 2 
weeks ago. I cannot resist observing that the way this is described in 
"Half a Loaf appears to be something less than half a truth. 

I am nlcased that, even at this late date, the committee has with- 
drawn this report from circulation. We will be pleased to cooperate 
with the committee and the committee staff in developing more accu- 
rate evaluation of the current state of food assistance. I must confess, 
Mr. Chairman, that the majority staff of this committee seems ex- 
cessively reluctant to present the facts or to give us an onportunitv 
to assist them in doing so» 

". . . Ha\'e We Closed Huxoeu Gap . . 

^ When I concluded my testimony on June 7, Senator Percy asked me 
if I would return to respond to the committee's questions and asked 
me if I would answer the question: ". . . have we closed the hunger 
gap ? Has hunger ended in America, and if not, why V' 

The committee has been furnished with vohimes of statistics which 
show the very substantial growth in both program participation and 
program cost. The food assistance progmm of Uie Department of 
A«:riculture, which expended just over a billion dollars in fiscal 1969, 
will account for more than $4 billion in fiscal 1973— a tremendous 
4-year record of growth. Food assistance is now bigger than the space 
program— it was a fraction of that size 4 yeai-s ago. 

Senator Cranston, I have a chart with me whicli I presented to the 
committee before. It graphically illustrates the changes that have taken 
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place in the last .'5 years compared with fiscal lOGO. This fijrurc for fiscal 
197:J in terms of food stamps and food stamp participation will, of 
coiii*se, even he higher. 

I can say withont question that we have snbstantiallv completed the 
jol) we set out to do. TUq «nip is closed. At the .samo'time, if I weiv 
(o .*?ay that thei*e is no longer any hun-jer in this country, I know I 
\y()uld he challen«^ed, and properly so. lJut, it is a fact that there is 
little excuse today for any family* in the United States to he withciit 
the resources for sullicient food. Yet, there are families tliat do not 
have .snflicient it?.soui'ces Ix'cause of a number of con(litions. Amon*^' 
them are : 

1. Thei-e are five small counties, out of the in the Nation 
that have never ivquested food a?sistan(*e. They are vcrv small 
and vei-y .scatteml, but they exist. When we arrived at tlic depart- 
ment of Agriculture there* weix» nearly 500 such countie.s. 

2. There are an additional three counties that have dropped out 
of food a&sistance prngranis. 'I'liese arc also .sniall counties. 

Some counties and some States do not aclmini.ster food pro- 
grams as skillfully us we would lilce to see. AVe continue to work 
on that. 

4. There are slill .schools that do not have a School Luneh Pro- 
gram. AVe are accelerating our already vigorous program to cor- 
rect that. 

With these exceptions, Mr. Chairman, the job is completed — in an 
overall sense it has been substantially accomplished. Wliether or not 
this Nation eliminates poveity-caused hunger is no longer in doubt. 
The co: limit ment of the administration and the Congress is clear on 
that. More remains to be done, but it will be done, as quickly as we 
know how. We can talce pride, today, in the great progress which lias 
been made. What remains to be done should be far easier to complete 
than what has already been accomplished. 

That concludes my prepared statement, Mr. Cliainnan. Mr. Kocher 
and Mr. Rorex — Mr. Ivoclier on my right, and Mr. Roi'ex on my left — 
and I will be pleased to try to answer any questions that you may Iia ve. 

Senator Craxston. Fine. I thank you very much. I want to make 
plain that there is disagreement over certain facts, appamitly. in the 
staff report. Senator McGovern made very plain in a letter that 
he wrote to membei*s of tliis committee that, because of controversy 
surrounding the repoit, he decided to suspend the circulation. Be- 
cause of inaccuracies that can be found and any additional views 
that membei'S of the committee may wish to make. 

Senator Pkkcv. Senator Cnmston, I have not received such a letter. 
Is there such a lett<ir ? 

Senator Cilvxstox. Yes, there is. 

Senator Percv. It has not been sent to me. I understand it was sent 
yesterday afternoon. I haven't received the letter yet. 

Senator Cranston. I don't know when it was sent. I have a copv 
of it. 

He stated that he wanted to emphasize that he has carefully re- 
viewed the facts contained in the report and he believes them to be 
fully accurate. He states that he has already instructed majority staff 
to take care that time is taken, in the futui-e, for minority staff to 
review the report. 
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1 would like to start askiu«r soiiu* questions about food sUinips and 
dirert them to Mr. Kocher or to Mr. L,vn«r, whichever of yon is ap- 
pix)pria(e to answer as we «^o along. 

First, how Ion*: did you know (here would he a surplus? 

Mr. LvNO. The monthly ligures come in to us 0 weeks or so after 
(he month is i)ast. I (hink it he«rj"i to be aj)i)arent in, perhaps, Novem- 
ber or December that i)aiticii)ation was? be«rinning to fall l)elow our 
estimates, l\y January we were be«j:inninj5 to .see that the imph»inen- 
tation of the new iv<rulations was jroinj^ to. perhaps, take lon«rer than 
we had auticil)atcd. 

Also the counties (ha( we had desi*rnated for food stamps were 
slower in implementing the pro«rrams tnan we had anticipated. With 
the combination of all these things, we could begin to see that the 
amomit in the appropriation was larger than probably would be 
needed. 

However, we can never be really sure because the participant load 
can vary and change veiy rajjidly. It is only in the last month or two 
(hat we have been able to come as close as we have in terms of (he 
total ligure. and even that is still an estimate, of course. 

Dors IlK(;ff..\Ti()x II.\KM Sku'-IIi:u» Puogiums? 

Senator Cuakstox. As T understand it, the regulation was changed 
(o make a comjjutation of income, in effect, seem to work against any- 
one in work training or education programs. Could you explain the* 
comi)utati()n of whether or not that is a proper interpret^ition? 

Mr. Lyng. I will ask Mr. Kocher to do this. This is very complex. 
The whole computations tend to be complex. 

Mr. KociiKi;. The Food Stamp Act amendments were passed by 
tV)ugix».ss a year ago mandating national eligibility s(andards and 
requiring the Dej)artment of Agriculture to set a mcdiod of comput- 
ing income which would apply in every State. 

Previously, the mannet in which this was done varied from State 
(o State and was pri.'Marily based on local welfare prnctice.s. 

In diawing thest* regulations, the Depai-tment's primary goal was 
to nnike sui-e that our nonpid)lic assistance ca.«es, those that arc work- 
ing for their income. wei*e treated exactly the .same way as those re- 
ceiving their income from i)ul)lic nssi.s(ance. 

In a few States, there had hecn substantial amounts of e.\empt in- 
come that hadn't l)een counted for public assistance cases. The Depart- 
ment, however, in the new regulations, does allow, and has always 
allowed the deduction of educational expenses and child cava in these 
progiams. 

Senator Cn.\x.STON*. Was it your understanding that Congress in- 
tended that people in work or training have to pay more, or to be penal- 
ized in someway? 

Mr. KociiKit. Senator, they ai'e not. A mother who is working as a 
waitress and ha.s her child in child care gets (o deduct her child care 
expenses. If she is in a work training pi'ogram, she gets to deduct her 
child ca:e expenses. In all cases, the income and the deductions are the 
same for the working poor as they are for the welfai*e poor. 

Senator Cr.vxstox. As I undei'Stand it — I have not seen the reports — 
reports have come in from Montana, Iowa, Michigan, Kentucky, and 
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other States, iiidirating that there is some change in the schedule vhen 
somebody goes to work or is in a training or education program.* 

Mr. Lvxc;. It is very diflicult for nie to understand. Senator, because 
wc v;oukl almost have to be considering the income from these as dif- 
ferent from other income. But if we coiild have those reports, we would 
be pleased to reply for the record. And, if this is in fact the case, we 
would surely agree that that is wrong, because the food stamp income 
characteristics sliould not serve as a disincentive for people to get in- 
come, whether it be from work or from WIN programs. 

Senator Ciunstox. I am glad we agree on that point, because that 
is the important thing to establisli, agreement on tlie objectives. 

I believe, Mr. Koclier, you were present on June 7 when there was 
testimony from people from Iowa on this point. 

Mr. KocnER* Yes, I was present. 

Senator Pkucy. I have m front of me Mrs. Cain*s situation, and it 
presented a problem because it seemed to Ikj contrary to what we ai'e 
trying to accomplish. She testified, then, that her expenses for going 
to school under the WIN progmm — money she never sees — is counted 
as income. She says she now must pay more for food stamps. She said, 
"I nmst choose between feeding my children and staying in school, and, 
of course, there is no question about which choice I must take." Why 
are we building such a great disincentive for people to prepare them- 
selves for productive careers? 

That was the question left unanswered at the time of her testimony. 

DuTicuLTiES IK Some Locations 

Mr. KocHKa. Iowa is one of the places we are having difficulty, be- 
cause they had previously exempted a substantial chunk of income. As 
a result, in Mrs. Cain's case, her basic grant is $199, her shelter that she 
is obligated for is almost $170. This meant that out of her basic income, 
she is obligated for all except about $20 or $30 for her shelter. 

These situations are extremely difficult to work out. 

Senator Percv. Could we at this same time, Mr. Chairman, raise the 
question that was raised in New York, where a welfare client who pays 
higher rent and who gets, thus, a higher grant specifically to cover 
i-ent, is made to pay more for food stamps? I underetand this is an in- 
centive to find clieaper apartments to stop rewarding those who pay 
high rents. But the problems in areas such as New York, this is almost 
an unrealistic goal, when there is only a 1-percent vacancy in the city. 
They simply have no place to go. 

I have oeen with welfare recipients who pay what I considered to 
be high rents in certain parts or Chicago, and they simply said, "Go 
aroup.d and try to find an apartment that has two or three bedrooms 
for less than $110 a month. You can't find one any place." 

In situations of critical housing shortages like that — where there is 
no place to get a cheaper apartment — why, then, sliould they be peiial- 
izea hy paying more for food stamps? That is a question, again, that 
was raised last time and that was left unanswered. 

Jilr. KocnEit Fii*st of all, it was testified that the Department has 
given an ultimatum to the State of New York. This was incorrect. 
Our basic agreement with New York is that they will continue to work 
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toward full implcmcntiition of the regulations. The date of January 1 
was set hy New York City as an estimate of when their computer sys- 
t(^ni would be geared up to handle this* 

I think the basic point here is that it is valid as long as the city 
doesn't, in fact, pay 100-perccnt rent. In otlm words, if any house- 
hold d(H»s not get 100 percent and they are not entitled to a hanlship 
deduction, they can end u]), very easily, without the money to paj; the 
])nrchase requirements for food stamps. They have already spent it on 
th(4 rout, MUX 

Senator CnANSTOX. I understand that one of the tables available to 
us shows tliat— in regard to allotments and prices— where the allot- 
ment was raised 7 percent, the price went up 10 ix^rcent. In the face of 
a largo surplus, I wonder why that is necessary: and, I wonder if you 
can explain why the food stamp ])urchasft schedule was drafted, as it 
w.ns, witli a partici])ant having to pay for the increase in the allot- 
ment ? 

Mr. Lynt.. The change that was made in allotments was made ni 
July of 1071. There has been no change made during this fiscal year. 
We (lid, however, announce a change that will be eifective on July 1, 
1972, which increases the amount of the allotment for a family of 
four, for example, from $108 to $112. 

Tm\ bonus at the upper-income levels remains the same. Thus, this 
does have the effect, among those people who are at the upper-income 
level, to liave them ])ay more to sec the same amount of bonus. 

At the lower-income levels, however, this is not the case. There is an 
increase in the amount of bonus. Those people that have little or no 
iufome, of conr.se, jmy nothing: so there is no increase in what they 
])iiy. This Iras been feathered out so that it does give what we consider 
to be increasiufrlv equitable treatment to the poorest of the poor on this 
scheflnle. Rut I think this is unrelated to our exi>enditures during tins 
fiscal vear. 

ScHKoru: I^xn^L^SES Oxly 1,9 Peucext 

.Senator Chaksi-ox. But the fiu-t remains that the poor do pay for 
the increa.<?e in their stamps and .so are paying proportionally moiv,. 
Now. as I understand, the schedule raises all families, with u]) to six 
people in the family, by the same amount. $1. Only families of seven 
or eight members receive more, and that represents an increase of 
only about 1.9 percent although the cos; of food over this i>criod rose 
about 7.9 jwrccnt. - j. i 

Was there any attempt to more nearly or moi-e fairly nuse the food 
stamp allotment in the new schedule ? , , ^ o 

Mr. KociiKR. Did you say the upper end was only niised by $t? Th:P. 
is not correct, Senator. 

.Senator Oiuxsrov. Kxcept forthe seven- and eight-mem!)er famines. 
Fi-om one up to six, it was just $4, right ? 

^^r. KociiKR. The reason that the lower households, the one- and 
t W0'j)oi*son honseliolds. were raised by Si is l>ecaiise of the i-eqnirenient 
for variable purchase. Statistically, they .should not have been raised 
th:»t mudi. but in order to divide our coupon allotments at the coupon 
ollico. we have to have a multiple divisible by four. So those smaller 
households received more than they were statistically entitled. 
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S(»n:i(<)r C'u.wsTox. As I iiiidei'StaiHl it, liidi-cost Stntos nro «'Oiii- 
jH^Ihul to pjiy for tho siunll incren«(» for nil the recipients hy tho 
lii^rher piiivlinso prices. IsnY that true ? 

Mr. Ly\<j. I dichrt iiii(l(»rstaii(lthec|iicstion. 

Sennfor Cua\sto\. The hi;rIi-cost Stntcs are made to pay for the 
small iii<'reas<» for the recipients. 
Mr. Ly\<;. Xo, that isn't correct. 

Senator Ckaxstok, Becansc the purchase price went tip only to the 
people in the hi*rher hrackets. 

>rr. I-vxc;. It went np, I think that is cori-ect, that tlic increase in 
the pnrrliase price wont up to individuals in the higher bracket, but 
theiv is a nnifonn program nationwide. There is no difference in the 
.states. 

Sejjator Cn.\:<f!TOx. As a practical matter, those "higher hnicket** 
in<Hvidnals are nil in the .sime States, and those are all States wl::-i-e 
tlie cost, of living is highT. That is jnst another way of saying that 
higher Iwnefits in Mississippi are luiing paid for ont of the i>ockets of 
the Xew York poor. 

In the face of the large surplus, was any consid:^nition given to 
making the fmnl stamp allotment consistent with the I-<ow-Cost, nither 
than the Kcotmniy Food Plan? 

Mr. Lyx<;. Xo, Senator: we couhln't consider making that kinil of 
a moililication for a period of perhaps months, Fii-st of all, it takes 
jnnch longer than that, as I explained in my testimony, for counties 
to implement these. One of the advantages, I suppose, in administering 
these programs to 15 million people was the use of compntei-s. liut, 
on(» of the disadvantages to the use of computers is that it takes a 
litth^ while to reprogram, it sc^eias, and get these things impleuiented. 
So. for that reaso?) alone, you ean*t have a variable ainouiit. It takes 
<jnite a long time to change. 

Second, if we liad detennined in the last tpiaiier of this year that 
we had an extra $400 million and decided to niereasc the payment on 
tlie amount of iKauis or the amount of stamps, we would llave Ikhmi 
faced then with a <lecision as to whether to rechnH* it as of July K or 
to couM» to the Congmss and ask for $1 billion additional for the 
snb.^(|uent fiscal lOT.'iyear. 

The issue of the low-cost diet was debated in the Congress at the 
time of the 11»71 act. ami it was quite clear that, ultliongii the ."Senate 
voted for the higher allowance, the House voted for a lower figure, 
and that was detennined in confcreiscc to 1m» — we interpreted that to 
mean — the economy diet. 

The cost diileivntial. Senator, is very givat. It gets into billions. 

Senator Ckanstox. Did you mpiest or rec(»ive permission from thj* 
Congress to carry over that f^HK) inillion \ 

K.sTiWATKn Siicnn'AOK IxsTi:.\n or Srnej.rs 

Mr. Lvxo. Xo. AVe haven't iv<|uested that it be carried ^)vcr. We 
have responded, in testimony l)efon» the Senate Appmpriations Sub- 
connnittee. chaired by Sejiator McG'H*. on our fiscal 107:5 budget. The 
Senator asked if we thought that oui budget retjuest was adequate. We 
pointed out to him that we had grave reservations about that, inas- 
much as we had to make sevenil modilicatiojis since the budget was 
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suhniittod. AVe estiiuntcul tliat we ini<rlit W as inncli a? $400 luiilion cm- 
$4r)0 million shoi-t and indicated that we would not liesitate to ionu* 
in and ask for a ^u])p]enu*nta]. if that be the cas.e. 

AVe liave done tliat in tlic ik^sc, and we have never restricted tlie 
Food Stanij) Program for budgetar}' i-easons. 

Senator Cii.*.xston-. Yet you just answered that yon cannot nse tlu» 
IjOW Cost Food Plan for budgetary ivasons. AVliy conldirtyou \m\ tlie 
so-called low-cost program all the time? 

Mr. Lync. I have tried to explain. Mr. Chairman, that we kdiove 
we are carrying ont the intent of Congivss. Fni-therinore. the costi^ of 
tlie low-cost diet, tlie total cost to the prognnu would l)c in tlic billions 
more than the present i)rognim. 

Senator Ck.xxston-. That is jnst my point. One of the questions is 
whether the so-called economy plan is nutritionally adequate for all 
recipients. For example, we had testimony on June 7 from elderly 
people that food stamps arc exhausted in al)out 2 weeks becaust! they 
have to buy veal and other meats not piwided for in the food stani]) 
allotment. 

Was any consideration given to niising the allotment for one- and 
two-i)ei-son households to leflect the fact that most of them are elderly 
peoi)le with health pmblenis and a need for a special diet^ 

>Ir. Lync;. AVe work these ont, our Agricidtunil Ke.^»an-h Service 
people work out the economy diet* and the allowance is adequate to 
l)rovide a nutritionally adecfuatc diet. It is not an easy thing to «lo. 
and 1 think it would Ixi difiieuit for ns to Iniild into a Food Stainp 
Progi-am an allowance that would take care of any kind of speeial 
health problems. It would seem to me that it would Ik* much Iw^tter to 
try to take care of this und^^r a health situation. 

Thes;^ ai-e resources for millions of ]>eople, AVe have over II million 
people on the Food Stamp Program, and a lot of tlu»m l)eing dejuMwl- 
ent upon health and dietar>' problems would seem to nie.to make the 
admhiistrative costs just nnbeanible. 

Senator Cn.\xsTox. I believe that on June 7 there was testimony that 
USDA recognized the economy food plan docs not ])rovide a nutri- 
tionally adequate diet, aK?;ough that is i*equired bv the newest amend- 
ments 'regarding food stamps. It is particularly lacking in some nu- 
trients, such as vitamin IUk H-12. and folic arid. I think you should 
take a look at that to l>e sure the current law is Iwhig conqdied with. 

Mr. Lyno. AVe have, Mr. Chairman; and there is ahsolutelv no ques- 
tion in my niind that the U.S. Department of A<rriculture Indieves that 
the anmunt of oiu" allowance will provide nutritionally adequate diets. 
The testimony to the contmry is inaccumte. 

Senator Ckax.stox. Mr. Rizek of your department testified that it 
does not do so. I think we have conflicting testimony. 

Mr. Lync. Is he a representative of the U.S. Department of 
Asrriculture? 

"Senator Ck.knstox. Ves. he is.* Senator IVn-y. I have used moi-e t ban 
10 minutes. 
Senator Pkrcy. No problem at all. 

I would like — l)ecause I was anxious to he:ir the response of the 
Secretary— fii-st, to indicate that I did have the pleasure of chairing 
the first (lay of liearings on June? which focused on unexpended funds 
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ill tlie Food Stamp Program. I regret that yesterdays hearings on 
tlie SALT talk before the Foreign Relations ODmmittee kept me away 
from yestercia v^c, session on the surplus in Section 13 programs— the 
Special Food Service Program for preschool children. 

The resix)nsoj liowever, to these^ hearings, if editorial comment is 
any indicjitiou, shows tliat the hearings have struck a responsive chord 
ill the American conscience as we address the question of wliether we 
Iiave closed the hunger gap in the country. The response to the very 
challenging statement maae by Secretarj' Lyng this morning that we 
ha ve closed it, I would have to say I think we are closing it. But cer- 
tainly there is no question that we have made tremendous progress, 
and I am sure that there will be further indications coming of places 
that we haven't, and that will help us, then, close those portions of 
tiic g;ip. 

President Committed To Wipe Out IIuxger 

A comment was made on the partisan nature of the conduct of the 
coiumittee. Ceitaiiily this issue, we all agree, is not a partisan issue. 
The President is, clearly, on record as to being committed to wipe out 
iiiingpr and malnutrition in the country, and it has been raised to the 
hi«rhost priority by the administration. 

The Department of Agriculture, certainly as a Department, and as 
individuals, is committed to this goal, and so are the mo»^:bcrs of this 
cominittee on both sides of the aisle. Congress has gone on record again 
and again in siippoi-t of far-reaching legislation in tlii<? field. Congress 
and the' administnition, together, have written a record of great ac- 
complishment over the past 4 yeai:s and our ver\' able chairman was the 
iii-st to publicly proclaim and acknowledge that .tliis had been 
accomplished. 

If there is anythhig I am saying that w^onld not correspond with 
(he feelings of the majority. I would appreciate hearing from them. 

This is win* I regret, and I k!iow Senator McCJovorn regrets any 
deviation from the committees traditional nonpartisan approach to 
tiic question of hunger and malnutrition in the United States. I spoke 
to Senator McGovern and have had a long talk with him on t w * occa- 
sions now since the jmblication of this pamphlet that has been under 
discussion. I believe this is why both Senator McGovern, as cliairman, 
and I liuve in recent days reinforced the principle to the staff of the 
coiniuittee of avoiding' any activities which might jeopardize the 
credibility of the committee s ptForts to achieve onr basic goals. 

I am pleased that, in this spirit, Senator McGovern has ordered a 
teiuponn y suspension of the circulation of the report prepared by 
the majority staff. This will afford ns an opjwtunity to carefully and 
thoughtfully evaluate the report s findings in a reasonable way and 
perhaps to iidd some snpplementaiy views. 

Let me say also that I anticipate the leadei'ship of the Department 
of Ajrricultiire — rharged as it is w-ith the main burden of carrying out 
Pnisident Nixon s oft-r?pi»ated jiledge — will cooperate with the meni- 
bei's of the sta ff and coiniuittee hi cvei;v passible way. Only then can we 
achieve the goal to whirli ;\e arc all doclicated. 

I don't think there is any question bnt what cverj' member of this 
committee respects the right and the duty and the dedication of the 
Department of Agriculture to carry on this program as efficiently as 
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possible. Certainly, we support this goal, and I have repeated many 
times my desire and intention to support such legitimate activities of 
the Department. But, of course, what we are trymg to get at is what 
has caused this §vlOO million surplus under discussion, and whether or 
not new procedui-es can be followed in the future so that the Depart- 
ment and the Congi-ess arc closer together in what is authorized. 
ap])ropriated. and what we anticipate to 1)0 expended. 

I would like to ask a question with respect to a question on elune 7, 
the difficulties that were cited at this time in estimating total needs 
for food stamps in drawing up the food stamp budget. I wonder if, in 
your calculations, you make any allowance for national disa.sters. mch 
as Kapid City, and the current 'flooding in our area ? How do you pro- 
gram in advance for these situations? Conld you u.se some of your 
surplus in this sort of situation? What has been done in terms of the 
emergency food relief for the residents of Rapid Cit}' ? 

Senator Ck.vxston". Let me fii*st say that you and I are in full accord, 
and I stated that in my opening remarks, and the need to keep parti.san- 
ship out of our eftbrts to work together, regardless of party titles and 
so forth, to wipe out hunger in America. You and I have worked to- 
gether in this field in many ways. Senator McGovern has, also. 

Senator Pkrcy. Ke has absolutely reaffirmed that to nie, and I ac- 
cepted it, Senator. Thank you \ery much. 

USDA Assists I^jikroency Actiox .\t Di.sasti:rs 

Mr. Lyxo. In the question of disasters, natural disasters, it is an 
unfoitunate fact that Ave .seem to have natural di.sastei*s of one kind or 
another nearly eA^ery year. We do, in our calculation.s, allow for some 
bulge to take care of these. Most recently, in Rapid City, of course, we 
were doing business here with a community of 45.000 people, I believe. 
So it isn't a Inige amount in total dollars in relation to the multibillion 
dollar budget. But we moved in on Saturday, the day of that flood, 
with commodities for emergency feeding at shelters, and on Sunday 
morning announced the implementation of a free disaster Food Stamp 
Program. 

In that particular situation, there were grocery .stores on the higli 
groimd, so food stamps were available. Perhaps Mr. Kocher can give 
you some estimates of the figures there. It was in the hundreds of 
thousands. 

Mr. KociiER. By the evening of the third day. we had distributed 
better than $0.25 million of free food stamps to the victims of the flood. 
Senator. 

Mr. Lyxg. This type of action does not distoit onr budget e.stimates 
as much as you might think, because we are spending so much money 
in this program. 

Senator Percy. Yes. 

Mr. Lyxo. The whole question of estimates is a difficult one. We ai*e 
now beginning to build our estimates on the budget for fiscal 1974. 
starting July 1, for next year. These will be submitted to the Office of 
Management and Budget within a few months, and will be .submitted 
by the President, of course, in January. A good many things can 
change in a program of this size, particularly the economy, and this 
is one of the things — the improvements in the economy — have reilncc<l 
the money we liavc actually expended in the last few months. 
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Senator Pehcy. I would like to ask about an area of the countiy 
where we have not had a natural disaster, but a congressional ly im- 
posed disaster by a cutback in space programs and a cutback in the 
military as well as a decline in commercial aircraft purchases, and tliat 
is Seattle.^ 

Senator Magiiuson and Senator Jackson have, of cmii'se, been deeply 
interested in this area, ilv son and daughter-in-law live out there, ana 
I have been keeping in touch with them as to the employment situation. 
Senator jMagnuson has sent the committee a communication on tliis 
matter and 1 will see tliat it is printed in the liearing record.- 

Do IlrxGER PROBLEJts Xow ExiST IX Seath^e Are.v? 

Do you happen to know of any malnutrition or himger problems that 
now exist in the Seattle area because of widespread uneniployniont? I 
know that both Senatoi'S were deeply concerned at some time in the 
past when Japan was offering food parcels for Seattle. They thought 
it quite disgraceful. 

('an you .^tato that there is a dramatic improvement in that situa- 
tion, that there is no hunger or malnutrition in Seattle now because of 
unom])lovinent ? 

yiw Lyxc. I personally made a visit to Seattle, and there has been 
a <rreat hue and outcry about the economic problems in that area, T 
think that thoy are ])erhaps unique among the larger cities in the 
United States in that we have in Seattle what could be termed a large 
vohnne of the "new poor/* These would be people who had above- 
average income and were suddenly uneMi])loyed in an area of wide- 
spread and persistent unemployment. They liad commitments for 
house payments, for life insurance payments, for otlier tyj)cs of ])ay- 
ments thai made it extremely diflicnlt for them, and tliey ifelt they had 
lU) money available, if they lived up to tliose otlior conunitments, for 
food. 

Tn fact. T sn.^poct in some households wlio were i-eceiving normal wel- 
fnre payments or normal unemployment insurance clioclcs. we were 
Ihuling ?ome instances of outright huuirer because these people were 
nnnble to allocate any of that monej' for food. 

It created great problems— and with the Governor s and tlie county 
executive s coo|)ei ation — the Food Stamp Program worked as well in 
King County and in the State of Washington as any place in the United 
States. The amount of money we are putting out there is huge, 

But we have people wlio were not eligible for food stamps, even 
though their income was very low. because their assets were Iiigh. ami 
there was generated in Seattle a program called "Neighbors in Need." 
which wa< probably the outstanding volunteer program in the United 
States ill terms of trying to help neighbor^i. But it was not — it was very 
modi ot in ^-ompari.son to the Food Stamp Program. 

As a result of court action.^ we permitted the State to institute a 
simultaneous distribution of commodities to needy families along witli 
food stamps, not to the same families, but giving each family an op- 
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tion. The pjirticipation in that has not beon as hi<^h as had been earlier 
antifipatcd, because the qualifications remain the same. 

We ai-e currently completing a stud}' of that dual system and within 
the next month or so we should have a report on the effects of the 
system. But you are absolutely correct, Senator, the problem was se- 
vei-e. We have evidence that the unemployment has improved and par- 
ticipation in both programs hasbegtm to fall off. 

This would, however, normally take place at this time of year, when 
people can move out into the forests and into lumbering and those 
industries. 

Senator Pehcv. I know that Senator Cranston has asked a question 
along the lines that Mrs. Roy asked on June 7, And I do know that it is 
always i)ossible to find someone who says you need to do more, but I 
think Mi's, Koy's question was general enough, and there haA*e been 
enongh similar inquiries of the committee that AA^ould really warrant 
stating it just exactly as she stated it, because it seems to sum up Iioav 
some i)eople feel, and I would like to give you an opix)rtunity to 
respond to it. 

She said : 

I would }ike to f^ay why is it that tliey take the money and put it back into tlic 
Treasiip- when they could be Iielpful to the senior citizens to get more food 
staiups~aDd pay less? 

Mrs. Roy was the woman who lives within a mile or a mile and a 
half of the Capitol, in her 70 s. and is a diabetic. She also said: 

You pay more and jret Ie«s .^stamps, and they don't last. So I would like to 
know, why would they want to put money back in the Trea.^snry wlien it is 
needed out here? It could be very well used out here. 

I proDiisod her Twould ask that, question of you in the oi)ening ques- 
tion, and I noirlected to ask it as (he fii-st question, but as the third 
one,l still ask it. 

EcONOilY DiKT Arj.OWAXCE AuEQf.VTK. Bl'T MixnrAL 

^fr. T,yxo. Well, T think you are correct when yon sav we cojild al- 
ways give more. Our goals in this i)ro<rram. the goal of this committee, 
really, has been to eliminate hunger. We have gone a long way in pro- 
viding the resources to do iust that. 

Obviously, the levels at which we are giving resources — wh<»ther it 
be in terms of food stami)S or in terms of welfare or in rent subsidies — 
all of those do not take peoplo out of the ^'poverty" classification. So 
that the ])eop]e would like to have more. Tliey would have to budget 
^'ory, very carefully. Senator Percv» on these diets, economv diets, as 
we call them. There is just no (juostion of that. We think it is adequate, 
but it is minimal. 

Senator Pkrcy. She maintains it is simplv not adequate. She has 
certain things she can and cannot eat, and they are more costly, and 
.^he is out of hor stamps in a wpok and a half. 

Mr. Lvxo. T would think that we have dieticians that could assi.^t 
her on this: but, perhaps, if she has a special health problem, it is 
innflequate. 

The fact is that we are not retnrninc: to the Treasnrv f^400 million. 
This is an appropriation figure which wo simnlv are not drawinjr out. 
and it is an open-end program. If participation were hiffhor, we would 
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be sponding nioiiow Tlioie lias been no limit on the numbers of people 
that could participate, 

Xow, the question of whether we have money loft, over or not is not 
really related to the aniount we jjive per pei-son. Yon could say in this 
particular instance that we should have expended it. You can't do 
that in a profrram of this size — increase and then, conversely, decrease 
it if the amount of money appeai-s inadequate. I think the two ques- 
tions need to be discussed separately. We are always going to have to 
have enon<rli money in our appropriations to take care of our antici- 
pated needs, or else we are fcomfc to have to come in for a supple- 
mental. Conrrress has indicated that the economy diet that we are usinof 
is a fifruie that they believe correct. That was our recommendation, 
because of the severe cost involved in the more expensive diet. 

As a matter of fact, we believe tliat in most instances, when we 
stndv the bud^rets of these people, their problems are very often re- 
lated to other expenditures, and that if there were an adequate amount 
of nionev for rent or for other expenditures under welfare, that they 
would concede that the food problem isn't that ^reat. 

I^ut the bifr problem in this country today is that food is the "give'' 
point anion/r poor people. It is the one flexible point that they have, 
A? von point out, rent is not flexible. 

Senator Pkrcv. T am senMnfr on the Special Committee on .\£rinfi^. 
and I have spent a lot of time visitin£r in nursin^r homes, and I will 
be visit iii<r them a^jain this weekend. Every weekend I try to fro to 
nnrsinfr homes to niiderstand how we are caring for the elderly, and 
the cost, once a person gets in a nui'sing home, is very great : $450 
or $500, 

One home I was in, in Springfield, 111., had 44 patients, and 43 were 
0)1 public aid. So the Federal Treasur}^ is paying for virtually all that 
cost. 

T vi«;ited a lot of people, and T visited the Meals on WTiecls and de- 
livered some of them last month. T went into homes of people who 
were tryin^i: desperately to stay out of a nursing home. To them that 
was the end of the road, a warehouse for the dyin^r, they couldn't 
stand tiif^ thought. Yet they get one meal a day delivered to them 
by the Jleals on "Wlieels, 5 days a week. There was enouirh in these 
cases that T visited to keep them out of the nursing home. It cost $1.75 
plus the delivery service, very low when compared to the cost of the 
ninsin/j homes. 

The?*e two women that were here were not only diabetics, but they 
had heart problems. Thev don't want to go to a hospital. If thev go 
to a ho.snital. all of a sudden, what is the cost to maintain them in a 
hospital? It is very, very high, and we pick up 100 percent of the tab. 

Eldkrly Gatx Weight ix HosriT.\T.s 

If thev are over 65, we pay foi* it, Thev are tiring to stav out. Pro- 
fessor Mayer* testified at our heiirinirs that elderlv people are the 
only people that gain weight when thev ;ro to a hospital, the only 
group that gain weight. They gain weight because they get three 
good meals a dav, and they apparently need that food, and the body 
absorbs that food. 
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So what I am trying to figure out is how do you get away from a 
system which pix)VKles a reward to be hospitalized. The elderly are 
well taken cave of in hospitals or they may enter a nursing home. They 
never have to worry the rest of their lives about where a meal comes 
from. 

But these people, and there are millions of them, or at least hundreds 
of thousands, are trying to hang onto their own home, wherever thoy 
may be, and .stay somehow with the aid of a feeding program that is 
very low cost. It is pennies compared to a liospital or the nursing home, 
and they are a public charge the rest of their lives and they five an- 
other 10 or 15 years. 

So how do we justify that we are not generous when we are dealin<r 
with very small amounts as against the ''sky is the limit" over there 
on the other end? We will take care of them forever, no matter what 
that cost is, then, once they are indigent and old and hospitalized. 

What we are really trying to do Is to justify tlie fact that you are 
making an investment in people that is far le&s costly to the public 
than if they become a case for HEW. 

Mr. Lyng. I reallv think, too. Senator, that 1 would have to agree 
with you. I think that the family feeding program of food stamps 
which was genemted to actually allocate a portion of resources to 
foods, rather than give cash, is probably not as appropriate for aged 
people. They don't liave the chilai*en to cai*e for. It seems to me that we 
might be wise, as a Nation, to perhaps eliminate the high administra- 
tive costs of the Food Stamp Program in terms of elderly people. Of 
course, the administration has been trying to move in this direction in 
terms of II.R. 1 for families as well; but, particularly for elderly 
l)eople, there seems to me to be justification for a cash allowance to 
give them flexibility to use that cash in many ways. 

Senator Percy. Mr. Chairman, I have some other questions, but I 
would like to alternate with you, and I will come back, then. 

Lawsuit To Estahlish NtrraiTioxALLY AdkQuate Dikts 
Senator Cranston. Fine. 

I want to just clarify why I indicated that there was evidence that 
the Department itself had concern about the economy diet for older 
people. At the June 7 hearing, Arthur Schiff of New York was testi- 
fying. He spoke about the lawsuit where New York City, along with 
the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and the National Welfare Riglits 
Organization sued the USDA to provide free food stamps. He said 
the following: 

A hearing on tlie suit will he held in .Tune or early July. We have estahlislied 
the following through pretrial depositions and statements made by Agriculture : 
The economy diet plan on which USDA bases its food stamp allotment is de- 
ficient in four nutrients. 

And he goes on to say tliat it is incontestible that tlie economy diet plan 
is not nutritionally adequate. He says that USDA recommends that 
more money be spent on the food than the economy diet plan calls for. 
The exact statement made by USDA, is hi the record of the depo- 
sition of Dr. Robert Rizek of the Department of Agriculture, and he is 
in the Agricultural Research Service, as I understand it. It says that 
studies sliow that few families spending at the level of the economy 
plan select foods that provide nutritionally adequate diets, and so 
forth. 
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ni?.! i -T ^i'*^ agencies base their food costs on the USD V foo<l 

^ 11,en"M ' ''^f :?«PT^"* economy plan 

l ien tlie Nmness testified that that would t'enerally fee considered 
tlie low-cost diet plan, so USDA admits itself that t rcaSs ™ 
money Hjan the economy diet plan calls for to S iiutXnnl^^f 

Mr. Lyxg. I liaveirt seen the depositions, and annarentlv tho of 

tim. JvSin? ' M * P'i'»pJ>lct «»at lias been circulating for some 
time which seems similar to tfie one you quoted, in which one LTC 
someyears ago made this kind of comment. But tlie official posiSon of 
the Department and of tlie Agricultural EesearcJrS£r?« th^^^ 
the economy diet will provide an adequate nutrition diet S meet the 
teiTOs of the food stamp legislation* 

vJ^Z'/" "V-'y ^«»:man, a matter that is currently bein<^ 

te^til^i?^^^^^^^^^^^^^^ 1 1--- 

Senator Cr.\xstox. Fine. 

I have one more question on the food stamps, and it relates to vour 
opening statement about the number of counties. You nanowir t 

*i ^l^' If^"' ""mbpr of comities— I am not sure whether 

that IS the accurate number. I am told it is 271 

There are 133 counties among those that have been desiimated that 
fon ' Ht^f ^plemented the program. It takes anSnthingly 
long time for the counties to move in that direction. Most of IS 

progS.'' ^-""'^^ « fooHlLibS 

li SdSSr- ^''•''^ -'y 

AVe^have'^l^.J''^ i^i"'''*"'"- J ^tt^'' straighten out this confusion, 
foml Smn^ nm aPP»oximatclv 2,100 of those have 

100(1 stamps. About 1,000 of them have commodities. So that in all 

SvdSlpM"^ • counties there is either a commSty m^^^^^^ 
available to families, or a Food Stamp Program ^ 

Senator CiLVNSTox In addition to the 133 counties that have boon 
designated, how many othei^ have been designated " 

pefidin^IToupK^^^ '^'-^ ^" that were 

Head Start Exclusion- From Section 13 Funds 
Senator CiLVXSTON. Thank you very much. I want to switch now to 
some questions about Head Start. C^ould ilr. Rorex explaii the , > 
tioiiale for the November 1969 decision to exclude hS sJ^^ 
grams from eligibility for Section 13 fTod assiSan^l'S^^ P''^" 
r' ^^^^^ Senator, the Head Start program, of couise, 
r„ nfe^u^j*'* y*'*^'*' program, and on the books and budgS 3 
the OEO b udget requests were in their appropriation. 

* See Appendix, pp. 759, 761. 
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The funds were runiiir*^ rather sliort and the Head Start \\m buy- 
ing froni both jirogranis. \Vo, in the division, met with the appropriate 
people in OEO and came to an administrative decision — tryin*^ to 
straighten out the administrative channels so that the sponsoi^ at the 
State and local level would have some understanding of whore they 
should go for assistance. At that time we arrived at the jiolicy position 
that on-going Head Start programs would continue to be funded by 
Head Stint, and those new ones that had no food assistance funds 
would apply to the Department. 

Senator Craxstox. Senator Perc}', because of your time problems, 
I yield to you. 

Senator Percv. Secretary Lyng, I told Senator Cranston that we 
had an important board meeting at the Kennedy Center, and I repre- 
sent the Senate on that board, and I will have to go over there. So 
I will try to finish my questions as quicklj* as i^osslble. 

I would appreciate your comments on ^Ir. Kramer's testimony at 
the June 7 hearing. He said there are 25.9 million poor people in 
America. 44 percent of 11.5 million are receiving food stamps, 3.3 mil- 
lion receive commodities. In other words, 57 percent of the poor receive 
food assistance, 43 percent, in Mr. Kramers words, "nothing at all.*' 
I have three questions based on these data. Are these data correct? 
If so, is 57 percent of the poor a good record in your opinion? And, 
why is it that 43 percent of the poor are getthig nothing at all in the 
way of nutritional services? 

^Ir. Lyng. The statistics in a .sense compare apples and oranges, but 
that, again, would be an oversimplification. The census figures of those 
who are below the poverty level relate to income. Eligibility for food 
stamps relates to both income and assets, so that some of those among 
that 24 million perhaps would not be eligible, certainly would not be 
eligible for food stamps, because their assets would exceed, and I am 
thmkhig in terms of many farmers, for example, who might in a 
given year have no income, but have substantial assets. That is the 
reason for having an asset qualification. 
But they are still considered poor in that cen.sus. 
Senator Percy. They are considered among the poor ? 
Mr. Lykg. They are, yes, because that is an income classification, 



Second, it implies that tlie 15 millioUj or nearly 15 million partici- 
pants in the food prngrams is a static population, whereas some 
studies* that we have made, in one county, particularly in South Caro- 
lina, indicated that in the coui*se of a year the total number of par- 
ticipants was 165 percent of the average caseload^ so that there is a 
movement within that number. The people come m and drop out as 
they get income, seasonally employed people, and this sort of thing, 
are included. So that we think we are serving a substantially greater 
percentage than 57 percent of the census poor. 

I would point out that this exceeds the number of people on public 
assistance, in federally aided public assistance in this country. We 
have more people in the family programs than are in that. 

This is not to say that we are reaching everyone that w^e should. 
As I pointed out in my comments today, tliere are many counties and 



• See Appendix, p. 757. 




674 



.-oim Stuti'S that are not doing as fjood a job in terms of administering 
the proorram tluit we would like tohave. 

Tiie Federal availability of the prognnns is there. Om- ell'orts to 
stinnUate tJiese counties and States continue ever more vigorously in 
t ei nm of outreach, in terms of administrative skills, in terms of making 
the programs available, but I don't think 

Senator Pkkcy. Yoii do not feel tluit there is a great problem or 
Ignorance of the existence of the program, and that is j)revcnting a 
per.^on from requesting or attaining lielp. because they don't know it 
exists ? 

Awake of Existixo Pm)GR.\MS 

Mr. Lyxo. No. Perliaps the biggest impediment to membei-s of that 
24 or 25 unllion people i)articipating is that, at the upper-income levels 
within this whole field, the bonus is relatively small. As we move into 
variable purchase, it will make it possible for the people to participate. 
\\ hen thev have other very pressing needs, many tinier m the past, 
particnlarly they htive had trouble getting enough of tlieir cash to- 
gethcr to make a food stamp purchase, even though it would make 
good sense for them to do it, but it becomes a burdensome problem. 
Sometimes they will drop out of the program. 

benator Pkkcv. The figure was given that 52 i)ercent of those on pub- 
lic assistance do not receive food stamps. These are, of course, not 
people who have a lot of assets. Is this figui-e correct in your iudffment, 
and wlw is this the case? ^ j t> 

Mr. liYxo. I am not familiar with that, 

Mr. KocHKR. That was inchided as pait of Mr. Kramer s testimony. 
Jrle included States and counties where the food program is the com- 
modity program rather than food stamps. He did not count in that 
analysis the participants in that family feeding program as part of his 
percentage. 

As near as we can put the figures back together, including the gen- 
eral assistimce, which he also left out of his analysis, we are reaching 
approximately 60 percent of the total public assistance case load with 
one of our two family feeding progmms. In a study done by Pro- 
fessor Don F. Iladwiger out in Iowa about 3 years ago, he found that 
there was a substantial percentage in Iowa, roughly 30 percent, that 
lived in homes where the primary source of income was not public 
assistance; or who were in nursing homes, hospitals or otherwise in- 
eligible for the food stamps. So what we are talking about is approxi- 
mately 10 percent that are eligible, on a nationwide basis, of the public 
assistance case load that are not participating in the program. 

Senator Percy. I have used the comparison tliat any place in the 
world, it doesn't matter where our troops happen to be, we are able to 
feed them three sq^uare meals a day. Certainly we know^ everything 
about our people m the service, millions of people, and in World 
War n it was 10 or 11 million people. Right now we analyze their 
urine pretty carefully for drugs and so forth. There is nothing we 
don't know about these people. Yet Mr. Kramer pointed out that 43 
percent of the total number of poor people — ^that is, the 11 million 
))oor people — were not receiving food assistance. He said, "We really 
have no idea who those 11 million are, the elderly, young, black, white, 
chicano, we have no idea." 
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Would it be desirable for us to know more about the poor in the 
country, and would the Department benefit by having more knowl- 
edge of the characteristics of those who are not participating? Isn't 
this crucial data that wo need in order to estimate the amount of hun- 
ger and malnutrition ? 

Mr. Lyng. Yes; I suppose, Senator, that it will always be desirable 
if we have more facts, because we get into the kind of conjecture that 
perhaps both Mr. Kramer and I are guilty. I will deny that he is cor- 
rect when he said that 43 percent do not participate. This, as I pointed 
out, would indicate a static situation. 

On the other hand, I have no hard evidence to show what percent- 
age, of this 11 million he is referring to, do receive these programs 
at times. 

Studies Must Bk AiisoLUTKnv Oiutectivk 

On the other hand, too, we know in talking to the poor that most 
of them sav they have been studied to death. The nuinlwrs of studies 
that have been made for poor people have been very frustrating to 
poor people. We ask all kmds of questions and analyze tlicm and so 
forth, and many tinu^s if we doii't get from the study the answer we 
are Ipoking for— we disr^ard the study. So if we are going to make 
studies of this kind, I would hope they would be made in absolute ob- 
jectivity so that we are not prejudging before we even start as to what 
the results should l)e. 

Senator Percv. Would you concur with nutrition experts though, 
that now as we work toward a welfare reform program we are gomg 
to have to know a lot more about why so many people do not have 
gainful employment, lack of education, or whatever it may be? Lack 
of iiutrition, the sapping of strength in the body many times might 
possibly be a reason for poor performance on the job, or for just the 
lack of energy, the initiative, when you have the flu, you just don't 
like getting out of bed; and, sometimes I believe people in the con- 
dition of malnutrition have a constant case of flu, insofar as its effect 
on the human system is concerned. Now isn't this an important part of 
trying to figure out why we have as many hicidents of unemployment 
and therefore public assistance cases among our people. Wouldn't 
malnutrition possibly play a role in this? 

Mr. Lyng. I am sure there can be little question of that, but malnu- 
trition can also l)e, as you pointed out, the result of poor health. In 
many of the surveys we have done, we have found that, recrardless of 
what we do in terms of food programs, we can't solve a health problem. 
I am referring particularly to the intestinal parasites. 

Senator Percv. It is true that malnutrition leads to the health prob- 
lems sometimes? 

Mr. Lyng. Or the other way around. If an infant has intestinal para- 
sites, it is almost impossible to provide adequate nutrition. 

Cax't Solve Poverty Problem bt Food Oxlt 

So I believe you are perfectly correct when you think in terms of 
this, when you think in a broad sociological sense. We in the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture have tried as best we can to administer this pro- 
gram in full cooperation with other air^ncies that are perhaps more 
expert than we in this area— OEO, HEW, and so on. But I think it io 

76-300 O— 72— pt 3B 5 



676 



appropriate now— that as we have achieved at least a very definite nar- 
rowing of this gap— that we begin to look at tlie whole problem of 
poverty and not try to solve that problem by simply adding more funds 
to the feeding programs* 

Senator Percy. Senator Cranston, I would like to follow up on your 
9«Jstion and pin it down a little more as to the time frame in which 
USDA discovered they were going to have a surplus. But if you intend 
to do that 

Senator CitvNSTON. You go ahead. 

Senator Percy. If I understand the thrust of the June 7 statement, 
the basic reason for the surplus in the Food Stamp Program this year 
IS the estimate about participation and expansion of the program, 
made as a part of the planning and budgeting cycle, was not actually 
borne out. I state this because we arc going to face this situation again 
a year from now and, I hope we don't have to hold similar hearings. 
In what months were the original estimates actually made, and were 
the estimates ever revised ? 

Mr. Lyno. Our original estimates — I am guessin/r now — were prob- 
ably finally made in October of 1970— that is for this fiscal ^*ear. Per- 
haps it was November. The official transmission of those to'' the Con- 
gress was made in January of 1971, in the President's budget. 

Our estimates were not revised. The Congress, the appropriations 
committees, after our testimony, did add $200 million finally to the 
Department of Agriculture appropriation bill over and alJove our 
original request. So to that extent, the origina! figures were revised. 

This, plus money that was put in as carryover from the preceding 
year, was done by the Con^r^ess with a request that we expand the 
program to those counties that had applied for the program, but that 
had not been designated. Subsequent to that, we did designate, and our 
estimates— which I ^et every month — first of all, I get them from 
the Food and Nutrition Service. I get a figure of monthly I'xpendi- 
tures on food stamps, nearly 2 months after the fact, because the 
figures come in from the States. 

During the early part of the fiscal year, there was no apparent 
change in our estimates. It wasn't until we began to see that thero was 
going to be a delay in implementation of the new regulations, which 
we felt would have the eflfcct of increasing costs and participation, 
that we began to see that we would have a fairly sizable surplus. Even 
then we couldn't estimate it. 

Expected Program Ikcrease Drox'r Materiauze 

I can recall a reporter from the New York Times asking me about 
this when he noticed that we were spending — I forget the exact 
figure— about $150 million in the month of December, I think, or per- 
haps January, and he multiplied that out* and he said that didn't come 
out to the amount you have in the appropriation. 

I said, "I know, but we expect a substantial bulge in this program 
as we move into the spring." It didn't develop. 

Senator Percy. Was the prospect of a surplus ever rep^orted to 
Congress? 

Mr. Lyno. I don't know that it was, officially. I am riot quite sure 
whether we were aware of it whollv at the time we apoke to the ap- 
propriations committees. I can't recaii. 
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Senator Perct. Was there any internal discussion as to whether 
there should not be a liberalization of the program; as long as it was 
known the funds were available^ and there was a need for certain 
liberalizations? 

Mr. Ltno. We couldn't do that, Senator. We didn't give that serious 
consideration because it is not a practical alternative* As I had ex- 
plained, if we had determined to get rid of the money, the counties 
simply would not have been able to do it* If we did that, we would 
then be forced to make the decisions as to whether you continue t-o do 
that after July 1, or come to the Congress and asked for a whopping 
increase in the budget. Obviously, we did not want to do that. 

Senator PERcr. Mr. Kramer made a point for liberalization. His 
point was that the consumer price index had risen faster than the 
allotment value of stamps. And even taking into account the schedule 
which goes into effect on July 1, the consumer price index will have 
gone up 240 percent higher than will have the allotment value. 



are simply not true. 

The Agricultural Research Service calculates the cost of the econ- 
omy diet, and that is the thing that determines the figure we use. It is 
a market-basket approach, and we have not had that kind of increase 
in the cost of the price of food.* We moved $58 to $62 in 1970 to 
$106 in 1969 — and we modified that based upon the change in the 
cost of food to $108; and, more recently, we have announced that it 
will be $112. 

These reflect changes in the cost of food since we established the 
$106 figure, that is, $106 for a family of four. 

Senator Percy. I quote another witness, Mr. Schiff, who makes a 
statement comparable to letters we have received from California, 
Illinois, Indiana, and Florida— all over the country. He said, "All 
families on welfare in New York City will pay a jjreater percentage 
increase in the cost of stamps than they will receive in stamp allot- 



the surplus in food stamp budgets in this fiscal year. 

Mr. Lyno. I repeat, Senator, we made no change after July 1 of 
last year. The change that we made becomes effective on July 1 of 
this year. It has nothmg whatsoever to do with the surplus during this 
year. 

Senator Crakstok. There is a rollcall. Senator Percy will preside 
while I am gone. But just one brief comment. The increases in the food 
stamp allotment only reflects increases in the foods in the hypothetical 
Economy Food Plan. Things like rice and beans, that do not change 
in price. Unfortunately, most poor people ai-e not professional nu- 
tritionists. They want meat occasionally, and they do not laiow pre- 
cisely what is in that food plan. For them, as for all consumers, Mr. 
Kramer s fiiriires are correct : The cost of food has gone up 200% or 
more than the value of food stamps. 

Senator Percy (presiding) . .nr. Kramer made the point that, on the 
average, people pay 12.5 percent of their disposable mcome for food. 
Certainly Secretary Butz has made a very strong case for this to the 
public, as against a much higher proportion 2 decades ago. 

But Mr. Kramer makes this point, that a family of four with an in- 
come of $150 a month will have to spend at least 27.5 percent of its in- 
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come on food stamps. The question is, why should we not reduce the 
price of stamps? According to Mr. Kramer, this would brine in many 
people not covered by the program. The question is, would this be a 
wise expenditure of funds ? 

Poor Sfend Higher Percentage for Food 

Mr. Ltno. Well, you are getting into a question that has some great 
fiscal implications, and would be very expensive. We have been trjang 
to set up the food stamp schedules on a oasis that no one would pay 
more than 30 percent of their income for food. Most pay a good deal 
less than that, and it is arranged so that the poorest of the poor pay 
far less, and some of them pay nothing. But there is no question about 
it, that the average rate of expenditure for food by lower income peo- 
ple, whether they are recipients of food stamps or not, is a higher per- 
centage of income. To the extent you try to equalize that, I think that 
should be taken up, as I said before, in the total context of what the 
Government is doing for needy people, in terms of all of the other as- 
sistance projects. But if we put the kinds of funds into the food pro- 
gran that Mr. Kramer would suggest, it would make the pro-am, m 
my opinion, far too expensive. The poor would be better off if addi- 
tionul funds were sr^ent in some other way. ^ 

Senate** Percy. I would like to give you an opportunity, Mr. becre- 
Ury, to refer to the publication, "Half a Loaf,*^ that was put out; and 
if we do not have time before I go over to vote, then I will submit them 

for the record. - , i 

This report, **Half a Ix>af,'* states, on page l,.that the surplus oc- 
curring in most of the programs has been known to USDA omcials 
sincx> October or November of 1971. Is that true? 
Mr. Lyng. It is not true. . , 

Senator Percy. It states, "The USDA pursues policies that limits 
participation in programs by writing restrictive regulations and deny- 
ing applications for new or expanded p/ograms. Is that true f 
Mr. Lyng. That is not true. i. t 

Senator Percy. On page 2 it states, "Secretary Butz pledged in Jan- 
uary that no recipients of food stamps would lose benefits because of 
new regulations.^' Is this true ? If so, why this contradiction ? 

Mr. Lyng. The regulations put out pursuant to Secretary Butz ful- 
filled precisely . , , , , , iSi. rn. 

Senator Percy. He pledged no recipient would lose benefits. Ih ^ re- 
port states, "Regulations were imp^d which reduced benefits. 
Mr. Lyng. That is incorrect. There were no regulations imposed 

which reduced benefits. 
Senator Percy. So his pledge was fulfilled? 

Maioritv staff indicated that this is contrary to testimony that Mrs. 
Cain oflfewd, for instance; and, I believe her testimony was that she 
had actually been reduced in benefits. .u«^ ^ ^ 

1 would suggest in this particular instance that we leave that part ot 
tho te.stimonv open.* . ^ ^ j u 

Is it true that 244 counties have either requested or been designated 
for the Food Stamp Program, but do not yet have a program in 
operation ? 

• See AppewUx, p. m 
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Mr. Lyxg. That is incorrect. The figure I gave earlier of 133 coun- 
ties, they have been designated for food stamps, but have not imple- 
mented the program. It should be noted, however, that all of those 



Senator Percy. The question is, is the 244 figure correct? 
Mr. Lyxg. No ; it is inaccurate. 

Senator Percy. Majority staff maintain they receivcJi that figure 
from the Department itself. I think there has to be a clarification. We 
will hold the record open. Tvy to clear up this contradiction. 

(The USDA furnished the following:) 



As of February 18, 1072, there were 244 project areas designated for the Food 
Stamp Program. However, since that date 111 project ureas have nctunUy be^m 
operating the program, so 1.33 counties which bad been designated have not as 
yet implemented the program. 



The M county figure was obtained from USDA by telephone, apparently from 
USDA staff who did not have access to the material submitted for this hearing 
record. In any case, the remaining 133 counties requesting, but stHl without 
programs, represent moi\* than a year's delay in implementation — the point 
made in the rei^ort. 

Senator Percy. Does a surplus of $136 million exist in the budget 
for donated foods? 

Mr. Lyxg. Tliat figure is still imprecise. We, just yesterday, an- 
nounced the purchase of a couple of million dollars in eggs. We con- 
tinue to buy commodities- There probably will be a surplus in donated 
foods for needy families, but very recently it lias come to my atten- 
tion we have gone over our budget in terms of donated foods to 
schools. One of the reasons for this is that we have 

Senator Percy. Mr. Secretary, I will have to regretfully recess 
until Senator Cranston returns. 'That is my final call on the vote. 

[Recess.] 

Senator Kkxxedy (presiding). We will come to order. I w.mt to 
reopen this hearing with a question raised yesterday. 

Could you elaborate briefly as to whether there was any legislative 
history that led you to expect that the exclusion of Head Start from 
eli<ribility of Section 1*^ funds was intended by the Congress? 

Mr. Lvx«. T will ask Mr. Rorex to respond to that. 

Senator KKxxn)Y. Fine. 

Department Decision" on" Head Start Exclitstox 

Mr. RoRKX. Senator* at the time Section 13 of the National School 
Lunch Act went on the l)ooks as an amendment to the National School 
Limch Act* Head Start was an ongoing program at that time. They 
had a very good budget* each Head Start had a nutritional food as- 
sistance component already included in the budget. Section 13 was 
put on the books as a pilot program with a very small budget, and nt 
the time that the next budget was presented there were meetings be- 
tween the officials of the two agencies and the 0MB and it was de- 
cided that Head Start or OEO would continue to request funding for 
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the ongoing Head Start program, and Section 13 funds would be for 
thcMSc child care centers that were not Head Start and had no food 
assistance. 

That is not necessarily the legislative history that I am quoting, 
but that was the background that led to the continued separate fund- 
ing of the two programs. 

Senator Kenxedv. Where in the legislation do you see that, could 
you tell us? 

Mr. Ltxo. I don't believe* Senator, that it is in the legislation. It 
was actually done in the appropriations actions. 

Senator Kexxedv. What do you follow, the law, or the appropri- 
ations? I mean, what governs? As a member of two authorizing com- 
mittees« do we have any function up here? 

Mr. Lyxo. Of course. In this particular case, both agencies ap- 
parently had authority for carrying out the food programs under 
Head Start. Inasmuch as OEO had that authority and had the budget, 
we in the Department of Agriculture allowed them to continue the 
program. 

Senator Kexxedy. Didn't HEW agree not to apply for the USDA 
funds in 1969 for Head Start? 

Mr. Lyxo. I think it was OEO. 

Senator Kexxedy. Could you comment on that? 

Mr BoREx. It was OEO at that time. Senator, but they did agree 
not to apply because their program was already funded.' 

Senator Kexxedy. Then what happened? What was the policy of 
the USDA then? As I understand, they declared all the Head Starts 
ineligible. 

Mr. BoREX. Tlie policy of the USDA was to direct Section 13 funds 
to child care centers which had no nutritional component fundir^r from 
any other source. That continued until we had the meeting with the 
OEO people in November of 1969 when their fimds began to run 
short, and we reached the administrative agreement that OEO would 
<iontinue to request budgets for and fund ongoing Head Start pro- 
grams and new ones could and would apply to USDA. 

Senator Kexxedy. Isn't that different from making them ineligible 
for the funds? 

Mr. Lyxg. It was a change. 

Mr. B(«EX. It was a change, yes. 

Maxy Fuxds Elimixated From Needy Childrex Programs 

Senator Kexxedy. What was the result of the change ? As a result of 
the change, there were a lot of funds that didn't go into programs for 
needy children. 

Mr. BoREX. Senator, the result of the change was that OEO continued 
to fund the ong.^ing Head Start programs that they had and they 
continued to have a nutritional program. 

USDA used available funds for non-Head Start programs which 
had no other Federal assistance for their nutritional programs, and the 
funds have been pretty much used up to the level of the authorized 
appropriation. 

^ Senator Kennedy. Have you reviewed or had the opportunity to re- 
view Congressman Vanik's testimony, as the author of the legislation, 
as to what he intended? Does that carry any weight? 
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Mr. RoREx. Yes, sir; I have read Congressman Vaniks testimony, 
and it does carry weight. The testimony did not indicate that Con- 
gressman Vanik wanted the Section 13 money to replace Head Start 
support for nutritional assistance. Therefore, the administrative agree- 
ment that they would continue with the ongoing program and we 
would consider the child care centers who had no nutritional funding 
at that time was reached. • 

Senator Kennedy. Given your interpretation of the authority, you 
must be aware that there are scores of Head Start programs anxious 
to receive funds under Section 13, are there not ? 

Mr. RoREx. I am aware there are several programs that have re- 
ported not receiving funds under Section 13. 

Senator Kennedy. Or that they desire to receive funds ? 

Mr. RoREx. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy. How do you respond to that? What do you do 
about that? 

Mr. RoREx. The way we respond to that. Senator, is to point out the 
authorizing legislation and the positioning of the funds and the ap- 

{)ortionment formula on a State oasis; that some States, based on the 
evcl of program operations, are short of funds and others have excess 
funds; and we expect to try to recapture some of the uimeeded funds 
from the long States and get them to the short States as early in the 
year as we can. We do that usuallv in the beginning of the fourth 
quaiter of the year; and we have done it this year. We try to make 
maximum use of the funds available under the existing legislation. 

Senator Kennedy. Then is it the congressional, or the fault of 
Congress, for some way drafting legislation that prohibits fundis from 
going into the areas of the ^atest need, or what? 

Mr. Lyng. Senator, this has been a very fast changing program and 
an <^xpanding program, and as many of our food programs were, they 
we^e grant-in-aid funds to the States on a formula allocation basis. 
Once allocated, it becomes difficult for us .to reallocate to those States 
where the program is expanding, or to get the money back from those 
States where they are not using it. 

More recently, in this last year, we have changed the School Lunch 
Program, a much larger program, into a performance basis, an output 
basis, rather than on a State allotment basis. 

This, perhaps, would be an approach that would permit its use in 
both of these programs. On the 7th of June, we reviewed all the non- 
school feeding areas — I reported this on June 7— and presented to 
Congress oui recommendations as to legislation to continue it, because 
it is apparent that legislation is essential. The authority runs out next 
year anyway. 

Departiickt Rule Created lNELioiBii.nT 

Senator Kennedy. Congressman Vanik testified yesterday, "As I 
state in the beginning of my testimony. Section 13 was specifically 
desired to use the exptrtness and resources of the Department of 
Agriculture to help make progranis like Head Start a success. Yet 
against the direct will of Congr ess on November 12, 1969, the Depart- 
ment of Agriculture issued a ruling declaring tliat Head Start pro- 

frams not funded l>cfore November 1 are ineTigib%; to participate in 
ection 13." That is v/hat he says in his statement. Wnat does that 
mean to you? 
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i}^\'J:/r^^'\ ? understand and recall it, at that time OEO had 
about $40 million in their budget for funding the feeding programs of 
-fr ^® total nonschool feeding program about 

Til '^if.^^*^ ^^^^ sense for us to restrict the use of 

that $5 million to see that it was not a movement away from the OEO 
appropriation toward ours. 

But in contrast to what you have just read, we did offer consider- 
able technical assistance to Head Start people, and expertise, even 
though we did not fund the programs. 

Senator Kennedy. Has HEW ever approached the USDA about 
having Head Stait feeding assumed under Section 13? 

Mr. Lyn'g. They hnven^t talked to me about it. Perhaps thev have 
with Mr. Rorex. 

Mr. Rorex. Yes, sir; Senator, we have been approached by the OCD 
people to take over the funding of Head Start, but no offer to transfer 
any of the funds that are now being used for nutrition support in Head 
btart programs to the Department. 

Senator KEXXKny. Did you agree at that meetinir to write them into 
the regulations? Rather, into the budget request for 1973? 

Mr. RoRKx. Representatives of the acrency. with me f»t that noetinir. 
agreed to see what could be done about* includinsr Head Start in 
future budgets of the Department; * and, at my level, that was started 
and when it reached the final level it was still not in the agencv Ludffet. 
but was continued in OOD's budget. 

Senator Kexxkdv. When it reached what level ? 

Mr. Rorex. When it reached higher levels; that is, 0MB and the 
Secretary's level. 

Senator Kexxedy. You mean 0MB struck that down? 

Mr. Rorex. T would have to let someone else answer that. Senator. 

Senator Kexxedv. But it was requested. Just because we don't want 
to put you in a spot^ we had the testimony this was agreed on. and we 
find 0MB doing it to us all the time. It doesn't make us any happier. 
So we want to try and find out where the problem is. but as I under- 
stand it, you included it in your recommendation. Am I correct in 
that? 

"Exclude" Decision Made at Higher Level 

Mr. Rorex. When the budget material left my level, it had two 
figures, one including Head Start and one not including Head Start, 
and the decision was made at a higher level to delete the Head Start 
request. 

Senator Kennedy. Mr. Lyng. could you tell us at alT about that? 

Mr. Lyng. I guess I am a higher level, Senator, but I don't recall 
participatinc: in that decision. 

Senator Kennedy. Where did it go? Did it get lost some place be- 
tween you two? 

Mr. Ltng. I am afraid my memory fails me if I was involved in it. 
Whether it was done at the departmental level or done at the OMB, 
I simply don't know. 

Senator Kennedy. If it had been drawn to your attention, would 
you have supported it? 



* See Appendix* p. 768. 
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Mr. Lyng. I really would want to look into it even more today to 
determine that. I am not just as familiar with this whole question of 
Head Start funding as I might be. I have great respect for Mr. 
Rorex s expertise. If he believes that it should be funded by the De- 
partment of Agriculture, I would be inclined, generally, to go along 
with his recommendation. 

Senator Kennedy. Well, are you going to look into that now? 

Mr. Lyng. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy. Would you write to our chainnan, and I will 
make the request on behalf of the chairman, so we find out what your 
determination is? 

Mr. Lyng. Fine. 

Regarding this request, no infomation was supplied. 

Senator Kennedy. Is the department of Agriculture aware of the 
need and the request for additional funds for year-round Section 13 
programs other than Head Start? 

Mr. Lyng. Yes. 

Senator Kennedy. Wheit can you tell us about that? How big is the 
need? What have you been impressed by and how strongly do you 
feel about the need ? Tell us about that. 

Mr. Lyng. I don't have the figures on the growth in these programs 
be fore me. 

Senator Kennedy. The estimate has been that the programs have - 
doubled, as a round figure. 

Mr. Lyng. We have expanded our budget on this. I ^ave some figures 
on that both in my testimony of last week and again toda}'. As we 
look ahead to fiscal 1973, there is a further expansion in the Presi- 
dents budget, as I recall, but not as great as it has been. 

Senator Kennedy. As I understand it, there is no expansion for 
Section 13. Do you know if there is ? 

Mr. Lyng. Referring to the total ? 

Senator Kennedy. Kef erring to Section 13. 

Mr. Rorex. The answer is that there is an expansion in the total 
Section 13 program. 

Senator Kennedy. Isn't that the Summer Lunch Program? 

Mr. Rorex. The great proportion of that is for the summer feeding 
program. 

Senator Kennedy. What about the rest of the year? 

Anticipates 40-Percent Increase for Summer Lunch 

Mr. Rorex. The funds we have in the carryover from this year's 
fimds and the budget request for next year, we anticipate we have 
enough funds for about a 40-percent increase over this yearns operations. 

Senator Kennedy. Tliose carry-overs. As one who has just served 
about 10 years in the Senate under both Democrats and Republicans, 
to me, it is really one of the most sinister aspects of the whole legisla- 
tive process— because we sec the carryovers are used. You rarely get it 
when it comes to DOD or any of the other programs, but we get carry- 
overs. We sec the fact that the administrations, and I include that of 
my own party as well as the present, that they discourage applications, 
reduce the kinds of requests and sort of dampen all of this down. Then 



684 



we are put in the perplexing position of hearing, you know, the cry of 
people who are working in these programs for increased demands. Just 
yesterday we heard from the directors of both the New York programs 
and my own State of Massachusetts, and Congressman Vanik— who 
included in his testimony the responses of some 19 different States 
which are seeking additional funds. He indicated that— I think, if 
you have reviewed that testimony— they thought a doubling would be 
a reasonable expectation to be able to cope with the problem. 

I would think that, given the kind ot urgency that the President has 
talked about on this program — his statements and comments — given 
the fact that this program, unlike many others, has the infrastructure 
of bills and the reviews made, and when they made those applications 
in terms of total needs of hungry children, that we could do better than 
the 40percent just for summer programs. 

As 1 say, just the request for the increase for the summer months is 
not really for the ether programs. The year-roimd programs remain 
frozen. 

This is only a statement of mine, yon don't have to comment on it 
unless you would like to ; however, I wish you would. 

Mr. Lyng. Senator, I would comment that we have expanded this 
program rather substantially. It is still one that needs to be kept in the 
context of the total effort that is being made in terms of providing nu- 
tritional resources to needy families. 

We have been talking a good deal earlier this morning about food 
stamps, our major program in terms of the need. This is a program 
that has expanded very rapidly — and will in the next year — and has 
gone up tenfold in the 4 years we have been here. 

At the same time, our commodity program has remained almost con- 
stant with total participation in families reaching record heights by 
far over anythin^y that had ever been done before. 

With the child nutrition program also focusing heavily on the 
School Lunch Program and over $1 billion in Federal funds moving 
over to. that program and feeding more needy children than ever, I 
don't think we can be accused of being derelict in taking care of needy 
children. 

These specialized nonschool feeding programs are important and 
we have been expanding them ; but it is a relatively minor part of the 
total over-$4 billion budget in this area. 

. . THE PoiOT OF TJnBTET NeED^' 

Senator Kennedt. I think we can obviously commend the expan- 
sion of the program. I suppose what we are looking at is perhaps at a 
somewhat different level. Maybe at one point you are looking at the 
very sizable expansion that has been achieved over the past 4 years, 
and T think you are to be commended for it. I suppose we are looking 
at it from the point of unmet need, which I think has been dramatized 
and I think we have all been made aware of more particularly in the 
recent years. I know it is almost like a bottomless pit, the more that 
you get into these programs, the more that vou are findinsr out about 
the need for them. I think correspondingly the more important ques- 
tion of the programs, really, is wluit they are going to do for the 
children. 
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The problem that many of us have is that when we see through 
the administrative bureaucracy we find returns of these funds, and 
the failure to really have the kind of expansion that is needed for the 
programs. It is very frustrating. 

Congressman Vanik said States indicated they had money, but only 
because they had been instructed by the Department to limit the ac- 
ceptance of applications. Do you know anything about that? 

Mr. SoREx. I think what Congressman Vanik was referring to was 
the short States that had applications on hand. But, through the proc- 
ess of the apportionment formula, the fimds we we're able to direct to 
them were not sufficient to carry ongoingprograms for the entire year. 
This is a supposition. I do not know just exactly to what he was 
referring. 

Senator Kennedy. Do you know whether States were told they were 
going to ^t more money? We were told to the contrary, that they 
weren't going to ^ret more. 

Mr. RoREx. All States were told the available money would be ap- 
portioned under the apportionment formula for the vear-round pro- 
grams after the summer programs had been funded with the specially 
appropriated funds: that that was the level of expenditure that could 
be carried nationwide ; and, that the long States would be expected 
to release some if they had it toward the end of the year— to carry the 
profi:ram through the year. 

Senator Kexxedt. 'Could you find out whether the refrional offices 
mstnicted the States not to accept any more applications? Could you 
let us know that? 

Mr. RoREX. I will supply that for the record. 

(The USDA furnished the following:) 

FROM THE tJSDA 

Instructions issued to States by Regional FNS offices were consistent with the 
aboveKiescril)ed funding situation. In a total of 34 States, the fiscal year 1972 
funds available for the year-round phase of the Special Food Service Program 
were not .sufficient to permit these States to expand their year-round activities, 
and in some cases the funds were not sufficient to finance— for the full 1972 fiscal 
year— the annual rate of expenditure the States had achieved by the Spring of 
1971. These "short" States were told that FNS would be able to reposition funds 
among the States later on in the 1972 fiscal year in a manner that would assure 
them sufficient 1972 funds to maintain their spring 1971 expenditure rate. These 
States, therefore, were operating under a no-expansion policy in fltcal 1972. 
(Italics added.) 

Senator Kennedy. Could you tell us what the monthly spending rate 
for the nart of the $20,775 million program was? 

Mr. Lyno. Senator, I wonder if I might beg your forgiveness and 
leave, and I will ask my deputy, Mr. Olsson, to take over for me, if he 
can be of any assistance. 

Senator Kexxedy. I only have several more questions. You have 
indicated to us that you had an appointment and it has been our 
schedule here with the voting. But I will have you out in about 6 or 7 
minutes, if that is all right 

Mr. Ltno. Fine. 

Mr. RoREx. Would you repeat that question? 
Senator Kexxeoy. Yes, about the monthly spending rate for the 
$20,765 million. What has been the spending rate? 
Mr. RoREx. What has been the expenditure rate? 
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Senator Kennedy. Yes, per month. ^ , , , , ^.i o 

Mr. RoREX. Based on this year, it looks nke it would be about $1.^5 
million. . ^ 

Senator Kennedy. What will that come out to for a yearMt will 
como out to about $14.4 million. . . 

Mr. RoREX. I am a little bit low there. Our projections are a little 
over $16 million. . wcci -i 

Senator Kennedy. What is gonig to happen to the rest i At mil- 
lion per month you come out at $14.4 million for the year. But you 
have $20.7 million. Are we going to hear that the rest of that money 
is not going to be used? , i • j 

Mr. Lyng. Senator, I don't have it before me, but it was explained 
in detail in the testimony that I gave on the seventh. If Jt isn't ade- 
quate to satisfy the question to the staff, we would be happy to try to 
answer. 

Want ExpENDiruRr: Assurances 

Senator Kennedy. You see the point we are trying to drive at, Mr. 
Lyng. As I understand it, the monthly expenditure level is at $1.2 mil- 
lion, and projected over the year it would be approximately $14 mil- 
lion. You have $20.7 million to expend, and we want assurances from 
you about the expenditures. 

Mr. Lyng. I think we pointed out there would be so much left over. 
Simply because under the statutory formula there are some States that 
just don^t use the money. We have tried to reallocate that; but ther^i 
are problems, and there will be some left ove \ That will be used, then, 
in the summer feeding program. 

The Vanik law has a special carryover provision which is unique, 
really, among Department of Affriculture appropriations. We have a 
period of some months beyond the end of the fiscal year to use these 
funds. 

Senator Kennedy. It just seems to me that, given the rate of ex- 
penditures, you are going to have a surplus which will be used to 
fund the accelerated program for the summer. But, you are really tak- 
ing it out of one mouth to put it in another. 

Mr. Lyng. This is the weakness, really, I think, or one weakness of 
the statutory formula* which has some of this effect. We were having 
the same kinds of trouble, as I pointed out earlier, with school lunches. 

Senator Kennedy. Tell me wnat you want for a formula ? 

Mr. Lyng. I am not prepared today. Senator, to give you that. 

Senator Kennedy. When can you be prepared ? 

I am a member of the Labor Committee, and we just passed a Nutri- 
tion Program for the Elderly, and we considered the various State 
formulas. There is some boilerplate language obout no State getting 
more than another. We have made progress in going to the members 
and saying, "I^t's put these funds where the elderlv people are the 
most hungry and the most needy.'' We passed that formula. 

You can give us a formula to provide the greatest amount of nutri- 
tional aid to children in the most difficult circumstances. Then we can 
try and do something about it. But it doesn't do us. much good if you 
say, "Congressman, you have scrambled this program up because of 
the formula* and that is the difficulty." But then you don't give us a 
formula and tell us how we can do it better. 
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Mr. Lyng. We intend to do that. 
Senator Kennedy. All right 

Instead of Supplying the Formula, as Dibected. the USDA Provtoed the 
Following Additional Comment: 

The formula now prescribed In Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act 
covers the distribution of funds among the States and Territories for both the 
vear-round and special summer feeding phase of the Special Food Service Pro- 
gram. These two phases of the program have very different patterns of program 
growth among the various States, and it is doubtful if a single statistical measure 
can be develoiied that would be equally applicable to both phases of the program. 
We therefore, are exploring the advantages of separating both the appropria- 
tion authority and fund allocation formulas for each phase of the program. We 
need to obtain information on actual obligations by States for the fiscal year 
1972 vear-round program, and for calendar year 1972 summer program before 
we can make any Departmental recommendations on specific fund allocation 
procedures. 

Senator Kennedy. Could you include that in the letter to the chair- 
man ? 

Mr. Lyng. No, Senator, we would like to have more time than that 
on this particular recommendation. We would also like to have the ex- 
perience of this year's summer feedin^? program, because this is all 
part of the same legislation, and we would propose that we would, early 
m the next Congress, submit that. , . , i o 

Senator Kennedy. What does that have to do with the formula ? 

Mr. Lyng. Thisis part of the legislation. , x i 

Senator Kennedy. You have enough experience on how the formula 
works. You don't really need another summer program to figure that 
out, do vou? You see, I don't know what to tell the people m my State. 
I say, "The formula isn't right," and they say, "Why don't you change 
it?" 

What am I going to say, "We have to go through another summer 
feeding program to finrure it out"? 
Mr. Lyng. We think it would be helpful. 

Senator Kennedy. Why ? j . j 

Mr. Lyng. Well, tliese programs have been fast expanding, and 
given that ^ ^ , , ^ • ^ • x 

Senator Kennedy. Excuse me. Why couldn't you get an interim for- 
mnhi iiOAv. basod upon 1^70 fijrures? ^Vhv wouldn't ^hat bo better? The 
current formula uses 1960 figures. It is badly out of date, and better 
infonnation is already available. 

Mr. Lyng. I think what you are referring to now is an expansion 
of the total funding as opposed to the concept of a formula. We just 
don't think we know the answers to this. ^ 

Senator Kennedy. Just one final area, then : 'This is a onestion of the 
relationship of the $185 million that is available under Section 32. 
under Public Law 02-32. Do you want to restate briefly your posi^ 
tion on that? 

Interprets Section 32 Funds for School Lunch Program 

Mr. Lyng, Yes; T had criticized eariier todaV the allesration con- 
tained in the committee's preliminarj^ report- which said that we had 
$135 million available from Section 32 funds. 

Actnallv, it is our interpretation that thi<? was provided to add stii>- 
port to the School Lunch Program, and in the same legislation it 
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^fmilHon*'"*'*"^''**''" ''PP™P"«<^»«ns *<> nonschool feeding to 
In a separate law, P.L. 92-35, there was an additional $17 million 

fTi-t ^''^'^^S? ""^'"^ "^J^^ ^'^^ that I referred to in my 

testimony. This was confirmed m the Senate Appropriations Com- 
mittee report of July 14, 1971, which also specified $49 million for 
nonschool feeding, $15.9 million of that specifically for year rSund 
programs, and this is the way we interpret the total legislative pack- 
a^. It was not our understanding that the $135 million related spe- 
cifically m any way to the nonschool feeding programs. 
<Rim You don't believe the provision of the act making 

LTJ? w ?i ?We /or tJus apt, plus §35 million from the year 
before? Well, Section 13 is m tJas act, and Section 15 of P.L. 92-32 
contains the authonzation. It says: 

Not to exceed $100 million in funds from such Section 82 to carry oirt the nro- 
children in schools and service Institutions. « " «wu* 

You don't think that gives you the authority? 

Mr. Lyxo That would describe the School Lunch Program, Senator. 

Jsenator Kennedy. What is "service institutions"! The law reads: 

Dubiic i^Hhffinn?!"!?* "^""^ P'*™*^' nonprofit Institution.^ or 

atlon clntew day-care centers, setHement houses, or recre- 

Mr. Lyno. It mchides them, too, but it is not specifically focused 
upon the nonschool feeding program. 

Senator Kennedy. So you would agree that "service institutions" 
means day care and other non-school programs made eligible under 
section 13 But you want us to believe there is anyone in the Congress 
WHO would complain to you that you have exceeded your legislative 
authority if you provided the funds authorized under this act, and 
got the food on out into those day care and preschool programs? Do 
you really think anyone would complain about it ? 

Mr. Lyno. I suspect that some members of the Appropriations Com- 
mitt<!e would complain unless we were to more cleariy define these. 
AS 1 pointed out, m the Senate Appropriations report, it provided 
million m nonschool feeding programs. 

Senator Kennedy. So we are saying that, because of your fear 
about the Appropriations Committee on this, even though it is quite 

clear m terms of the authorization 

^7^1v^ 1^' suggesting that there was any desire on our 
part to do this, or reluctance on our part to do it for fear of the Con- 
gre^. 1 thought that we had communications with the Congress on 
the budgeted amount for fiscal 1972. We do have to have some sort of 
fiscal responsibility in terms of working with the Appropriations 
Committees and planning budgets for 

InTERPBETATION op AtJTHOKIZATION DiSPDTED 

Senator Kennedy. Excuse me. When we pass the authorization and 
appropriations, we think it is going to do the job. Then you don't 
because you think you haven't the authority, even though— as I under- 
stand from the staff— that this is a standing authority. 

Mr. Lyno. We disagree with the staff in terms of their interpreta- 
tions. *^ 
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Senator Kennedy. Our legislative council is better than yours. * 
[Laughter.] 

Mr. Ltno. Senator, I would like to quote from the report of the 
Committee on Appropriations. It says: 

The committee has carefuUy considered the needs for the nonschool food 
programs, especially the Summer Child Feeding Program. The Department has 
announced that $33.1 million is being made available for the summer pro- 
gram this year. While this biU carries a total of $32 million specifically for this 
overall purpose, the bill makes possible a total nonschool program of approxi- 
mately $49 million, as follows 

and then it lists it. It seems to us that this is quite clear as the intent 
of the Appropriations Committee. This is on page 49 of the report * 
of July 14, 1971. 

Senator Kennedy. Well, it certainly seems to me that the legislative 
authority and the standing authority is sufficient under this. Quite 
clearly, the author of the legislation, and those who have been the 
most active and interested in it believe it to be I think, quite frankly, 
in your pursuit of — maybe it is fiscal responsibility— that vou are 
putting a stricture and a restriction on the legislation which is un- 
warranted. The point which I think is most distressinir to me is that 
you say that you are limited by this authority and you are ^'uwilling 
to give us a recommendation on how to do the job better. Moreover, 
you have failed to request the authority you seem to think you need, 
to meet the expanded need that you conceded earlier exists. 

Mr. Ltng. We will give recommendations, Senator. If we have any 
disagreement on this at this point, it is a question of timing. I simply 
said I couldn't be prepared to do it as a part of the testimony in this 
hearing. 

Senator Kennedy. I have a comment, a brief comment, of Senator 
Cranston that reflects, I think, probably the sense of frustration that 
many of us on this committee feel about the continued need for these 
urograms and the general inadequacy of the response. I think it goes 
)r all of us in the Congress and the ExeQutive, to really meet the 
problem. He said it extremely well and eloquently here and takes 
issue with, ns I am sure you are aware from the earlier part of the 
hearing, with your statement, and I would like to make it a part of 
the record, and will. 

(Senator Cranston's statement follows:) 

I want to add Just a brief, final comment. In his prepared statement, Mr. Lyng 
expressed the view of the Department of Agriculture that, . . we have sub- 
stantially completed the Job we set out to do. The gap is closed." 

Without wishing to be argumentative, I am reluctant to simply let that asser- 
tion stand. 

The question of how far we have come in closing the hunger gap is a lot like 
describing half a glass of water. The Department of Agriculture looked at the 
gl?ss and told us totlay that it is (half) full. But to the poor who must depend 
on what is in that glass, it remains half empty. We have heard why the USDA 
feels the Job is done. I want to mention a few of the reasons why America's poor 
might not agree. 

—Close to half the poor do not get either food stamps or donated surplus foods. 
—18,000 schools have no cafeteria equipment, and therefore no school lunch 
program. 

—5 million poor school children still fail to receive a free or reduced price 
ln!ich. 



1 S«;e Part 3A. Appendix 1, p. 582. 
' See Appendix, p. 755. 



700 



FOOD HELP FOR MIGRANTS 



The U»S. Oeparcaenc of Agrlculcurc can help aeec che food needs oC alsranc 
workers. 

ro provide nutrUlous food tor algranc children, USDA's Food and Nutrition 
Service offers: 

o Kaclonal School Lunch Progrwa 

o School Breakfast Prograa 

o Special Food Service Program for Children 

o Special Milk Prograa 

o Non-food Assistance Progr«M 

FNS also offers these food programs for lov-lnco«e needy faslUes: 

o Food Staap Pro^.raM 

o CooBMdlcy Distribution Prograa 



Here are the details of the prograns available: 
CHILD NUTRITION PSOCRAMS 

National School Lunch Program — Provides Federal cajh and coc^dlcy 
assistance to schools agreeing to operate a nonprofit lunch prograa, 
serve a Type-A lunch, and provide lunches free or at a reduced price to 
needy children. Migrant children enrolled In participating schools 
during the regular school tera can receive nutritious Type-A lunches 
that furnish one-third of the child's dally nutritive rcqulrcaenc^. 
School lunch prograa benefits arc also available to children attending 
special algrant schools enrolled In the prograa. 

School Breakfast Prograa -- Helps provide needy children, or those 
who have traveled a long distance to school, with a nutritious breakfast. 
Teaaed up with school lunches, school breakfasts provide the children 
a larger share of their nutritive needs— thereby proaotlng their health, 
and their ability to learn. 

Federal cash and coaaodlty assistance is available to schools which 
operate a breakfast prograa. Meals are served at a nonlnal charge, 
usually 5 or 10 cents, or free to needy children. 



United States Oeparcaent of Agriculture- Food and Nutrition S<;rvlce- April 1971 
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Special Food Service Progroa for Children -- Helps States and local 
sponsoring agencies to develop fo'.d service prograns for migrant children in 
public and nonprofit private institutions, such as day-care centers, 
settleaent houses and recreati filial centers. The progran helps aeet the 
nutritional needs of children f roo low-incoae areas, or areas where aany of 
the aethers work. Cash and foods are available to provide nutritious food 
service aC breakfast, lunch, supper and between-meal snacks. 

Special Milk Prograa — Encourages the consuaptlon of fluid whole milk 
by children* All public and nonprofit private schools and nonprofit 
institutions, such as child-care centers, settlcaent houses and suner 
camps (other than Chose in the Special Food Service Prograa for Children) 
aay participate. 

Non^food Assi stance Pro<tra» — Reiaburseaent of up to 75 percent is 
available to cover the cost of equipment (other than land or buildings) 
purchased to establish. Maintain, or expand school food service prograas. 
Ihc rcaainder of the funds oust com^ fron State or local sources, this 
pro^raa helps older schools, or those in low-incoae areas — where food 
.scivlco £aclllti*.s and equipment are inadequate or nonexistent* This 
pro»;ra3) can be & real help to persons wtio wane to establish or expand a 
food service progr^a for algrants*^ children. 

For further inforx^ition on the USDA child nutrition programs, contact the 
appropriate State education agency* Stale education agencies do not 
adalnlster the programs in ».l States, but they will refer inquiries to 
tne proper agency* 



FAMILY FOOD ASSISTANCE PRDc-lAMS 

In addition to these chilc> feeding prograas, FNS has the following 
prograas to help aigrant laa.lles: 

Food Staap Prograa -- Federal food staaps significantly boost the food 
buying power of participants. These staaps are provided at a low cost to 
eligible faailies. Bonus staaps are given participants, so every f&aily 
has enough to purch<ise the Departaent's econoay level diet. 

Coaaoditv Distribution Prograa -- Provides fot the direct donation of 
foods for needy faailies. If distributed and used at recoMie:.Ued rates, the 
foods can aeet virtually all of a faaily's ainious daily nutritional 
requircaents* 

One or the other of these food programs is available to needy people in 
faolly units in almost every county and city in the country* Families In need 
of food assistance My get in touch with their local welfare departnent* 

OTHER MIGRANT PROGRAMS ^ 

Federal assistance Is available fron the Oepartaent of Health, Education, 
and Welfare Migrant Prograas for ^ood5 aid services related to food services 
for children of migrants from Title I funds authorized by the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965* 

Information on tlEW prograas and assistance is available fron Title I 
coordinators at State educational agencies In the 50 Statws. 
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FROM JOHN R. KRAMER 



A Statistical Overview of Food Peogbam Deficiencieb 

A, Who is served? 

There were 25.9 million poor persons in the 1970 Census count : 

44% or 11,461,000 of the poor received food stamps in April 1972. 
13% or 3,300,000 received commodities. 
43% or 11,100,000 got nothing. 

B. What benefits do they receive? 

Food stamps: The average bonus per person is 14.7 cents per meal or one 
bottle of ketchup a day. 

From January, 1970 through April, 1972 the consumer price index for food 
consumed at home rose at a rate 500% greater than the rise in the food stamp 
allotment giving poor people even less food purchasing power. 

Commodities: Less than 74% of the 37 pounds of food per person per month 
supi)Ose<lly available is actually delivered, guaranteeing that no recipient can get 
more than three-fourths of needed vitamins, proteins and calories. 

0. What has happened to food stamp appropriations? 

Bonuses: Fiscal year 1972 funds available, $2,289,000,000; Fiscal year 1972 
funds to be actually spent (USDA) est.), $1,875,000,000. 

Returned to Treasury (18% of appropriation), $414,000,000. 

Lost value per poor person, $3.13 per month. 

Administrative costs: Fiscal year 1972 funds requested— each, $70,000,000; 
Fiscal year 1912 funds to be actually spent ( USDA est. ) , .$00,000,000. 
Cost overrun for bureaucracy (130% of appropriation), $30,000,000. 
D. How satisfactory are participation rates? 

Participation by Public Assistance Recipients— Only 52% of welfare recipients 
get food stamps. In 23 states less than 50% of welfare recipients participate. 

Participation Decreases from April, 1971 to April 1972. In 16 states (Wash- 
ington, Tennessee, Mississippi, Colorado, Alabama, Minnesota. Alaska, Iowa, 
Louisiana, Arkansas, Connecticut, Nebraska, North Dakota, Wyoming, Massa- 
chusetts, and Maine) the number of food stamp recipients has declined during 
the past year. 
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CHART ON UCK OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 



Persons 
rMetvins 
public 
assistance, 
Decfmber 
19711 



Public 
assistance 
recipients on 
food stamps. 
April 
1972 J 



Alabama....... ... .. 

Alaska.. ....... 

A r izon a . . 

Arkansas.....-...;.^" 

California..^.. - ^ 

Colorado...V......-- 

Connect^cut.....-.^":" 

Delaware 

District of Columbia 

Florjda.....-..-....-.;; 

Georgia . .-..-.-.1 

Hawaii.. 

Idaho...- 

Illinois.. 

Indiana., 

Iowa 

Kansas... VV. J. 
Kentucky,./..:. 
Louisiana...... 

Maine... -....:j.. 

Maryland.... 1:1 

Massachusetts.. 
Michigan. 
Minnesota...... 

Mississippi...-: 
Missouri.--.-.-.: 
Montana..-..:..... 

Nebraska...:./:..* 
Nevada..-.-...,' 
New Hampshir 
New Jersey... 
New Mexico.. 

New York ...I. 

North Carolina ' - 

North Dakota.. . -. . */""'/;;;:' 

Ohio 

Oklahoma.....' .V 

0 rejon .'. ../":"" 

Pennsylvania..-/-.: :::" 
Rhode Island. ././.":" "-"/":':"' 
S outh Ca rolina. . :"::":""" """" 
South Dakota.... / ' 

Tennessee : -:^: : "C"^'/ 

Texas • - ------ 

Utah -..-.-.?-/r"""""""*: 

Vermont. .-. ./.-../ .- :.//"'"/ 
Virgin ia . . ... /.-./ . ./ :/ /: . :"/'";/"' 

Washington...//. :"' :":^ "/:":"' 

West Virginia..-./ . ./.. :/ :"" " "'r: 
Wisconsin . . .-. ...//./ . : ' 
Wyoming .»/:/./. \ I:?.//! 

Total.. 



181, OGO 
14.000 
92.000 
145.000 
2.040.000 
147.000 
125.000 
35.0C0 
101.000 
404.000 
444.000 
44,000 
27.000 
787.000 
187.000 
109.000 
90.000 
220.000 
381.000 
77,000 
219,000 
365.000 
588.000 
149.000 
262.000 
334,000 
26.000 
54.000 
19.000 
24.000 
425.000 
75.000 
. 531,000 
238,000 
21.000 
529.000 
206.000 
111.000 
758.000 
59.000 
122.000 
26.000 
267.000 
656.000 
50.000 
23.000 
171.000 
192.000 
112.000 
149.000 
9.000 



70.500 
3.500 
8.400 
73,400 
1.114.70C 
73.700 
89,300 

78, sS ■ 
176.700 

141.400 
31.900 
6,700 

613.200 
86.20G 
57, 100 
17.400 
95.300 

257.300 
4.000 

162. 900 
14.700 

445. 200 
70.600 

102.900 
92.600 
12.6" 
28,6 
(») 



13.823,000 7,176,800 



Percent 

public 
assistance 
reapients on 
food 
stamps 



39 
25 
9 
51 
55 
50 
7» 



78 
44 
32 
73 
25 
78 
46 
52 
19 
43 
68 
5 

74 
4 

76 
47 
39 
28 



1 

30 
2? 



49 

60 
98 
75 
45 
47 
22 
70 
59 
38 
73 

59 
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DHEW National Center for Social Statistics Report 



A_9?n!li *l!L^"^l^^^**'^*^"" statistics. December 1971, 

a (December 1971) (excludes general assistance). 

ServS °" Statistical Summary of Operations. April 1972 USD* .^ood end Nutrition 

*Hoi tvailable. 

* Unknown. 
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FROM ARTHUR SCfflFF 



Seobktabt Butz Takes Acjtion to Guabd Against lioss of Food Stamp BwfEnrs 

Washington, Jan. 16— Secretary of Agriculture Earl L. Butz announced today 
that he h.is or.*ere(J actions to Casure time no eligible pariicipams in the tood 
Stamp Program will lose benefits as a result of new regulations that are now being 
implemented by the States. ^ 

The Secretary said he had taken this action after consulting with Governors of 
several States now in the process of implementing the new regulations. 

"The Governors asked me to review the impact of the new regulations on the 
people in their States/' Secretary Butz said. "I have determined that the changes 
being ordered today are necessary to prevent any hardship to food stamp 
participants." ^ , a*. - ^ 

These new regulations are necessary to implement basic reforms in the food 
stamp program, supported by the Administration and enacted by the Congress in 
January 1971. These reforms brinp: the food >U\mp projrrnm into closer conformity 
with the Administration's overall income strategy and increase benefits to the 
neediest participants by : 

—establishing uniform national eUgibility standards, 

— ensuring an allotment for every family sufficient to purchase a nutritionally 
adequate diet at a cost more than 30 percent of recipients income and free to 
those with the least Income, 

— requiring employable recipients to register for work. 

"I have ordered the Food and Nutrition Service— the agency which administers . 
the food stamp program— to modify the regulations so that the benefits available 
to each household are as hi^ or higher than they were under the old regulations,** 
the Secretary said. 

The Secretary stressed that modifications to the income standards will allow 
all households who meet other eligibility requirements to continue their participa- 
tion in the program. 

Secretary Butz said that he will continue to make available to any State that 
desires it, technical assistance to minimize any dil3culty related to implementing 
the ne^ regulations. 

*'These changes will be effective in all States," the Secretary said. "Our goal 
remains the same— to have a national program with equitable benefits in every 
State. 

"While benefits paid are expjcvM to increase as a result of these modifications 
to the regulations, the funds ilre.^dy appropriated by the CJongress should be 
sufilcient to cover total program rosts in fl>cal year 1972." Secretary Butz 
concluded. 

(705) 



REPORT SUBMITTED BY DR. RICHARD BYERLY 



Letteb to Sexator Huoh£s fbom De6 Moines Aeea Manpower (Council 

JuifE 1, 1072, 

Dear Senator^ Huqheq : The Des Moines Area Manpower CJouncIl (an el^t 
county coH)rdInatIng council serving central lowft), was recently confronted 
with the effects of the amended regulations concerning the Food Stamp Pro- 
gram administered by the United States Department of Agriculture. 

Our principal concern focuses on tlie loss of educational incentive of Man- 
power program-enroUees who are students participating in employment pro- 
grams with WIX, CEP, Veteran educational programs, etc. It Is with regard to 
these clients that the Manpower Council is acting. 

WIX participants in Polk County are finding It extremely difficult to con- 
tinue tnoir training with any part of their WIK benefits cancelled out by the 
increase In Food Stamp purchase price. Actually the loss of funds ranges roughly 
from $6.00 to $46.00. 

WIX benefits do Include Day Care for the participant's children paid directly 
to the sitter or day cnre center by vendor payment, other vendor payments to 
the school or training facility, to the book store or equipment source However, 
the only WIX benefit that comes to the individual In cash Is the $74.00 Intended 
to cover the daily expenses of transportation to and from school (usually drop- 
ping children off at the day care facility), lunches at school, pencils, paper, and 
other school supplies, and the better clothing she necessarily wears to attend 
school or work (as opposed to a worn T-shirt and Jeans acceptable to the chil- 
dren if she were staying at home). For the famllv of three it hrintrs tJ«e cost to 
$70.00 with a bonus of $18.00 for a total of $8a00 face value of food stamps. 
See the comparative cost exhibit attached. 

For a family of four. It brings the cost to $74.00 for a total of $108,00 food 
stamps with a bonus of $34,00 as compared with a cost of $69.00 for like amount 
under the original regulations. See the comparative cost exhibit attached, 

But the actuality Is worse yet Although one section of the February 2 regula- 
tions reads **These Items shall not be considered as Income . , . any benefits 
that are received In money, e.g. the free use of a house,*' all vendor payments 
are being counted as Income putting nearly all WIN people at a false Income 
level and forcing them to pay the top purchase price for Food Stamps, Many 
are being forced to drop out of school and abandon their (jfforts to go off the 
welfare rolls and become taxpayers. 

WIN enroUees are not taking this sitting down they have written to their 
congressmen and senators, three of their letters to the editor have been printed 
in the Des Moines Register, and they had a permit to march to the Capitol on 
Saturday, April 22. They have enlisted friends, teachers and professors in a 
letter-wrlttni: campaign. It Is honerl that members of VASW ^^itt loin !n on 
effort to have the December 28, 1971, amendment repealed, and the Department 
of Agriculture regulations of February 2, 1972, altered to remove these punitive 
measures. WIN people are also Including In their goal removal of regulations 
that are hampering the educational efforts of their fellow students under other 
Federal programs such as MDTA, 01 Bill of Rights and various loans and 
grants. They also wish to see the Income tax regulation removed, as it causes 
undue h:irdshlp to young families by making them ineligible for Food Stamps. 
They a:so rejoice that a court decision on April 10, 1972, cancelled the Food 
Stamp ruling of Inelljrible unrelated persons residing In the same household. 
It gives t^em hope that Justice will prevail wh^n th*»Ir own ransA reaches the 
courts Rn their 1^1 Aid advtsnrQ assure them it wt'l. AdmlnfRtrative AcHons 
have failed to adjust their Additional hardship for manpower program enrollees. 
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We have completed a survey which enables us to determine the cost of admln^ 
Istmtlon cif tlio FchmI Xtiiinp Act npplylnj: Imth the orl^'lnnl Act nnd the Amend, 
ments. The results are as follows for Des Moines and Polk County : 





Btto«'t 


Atter 


2. AppttwliOM pfocmtd daily * 

4. Extra psrMimehelp: 




7 

40-50 
:2-3 

3 

)^.000 



'Per month. 

t 

Wo Iiave a very successful WIX program In tlie State of Iowa wlilch sliows 
that tliu current enrolleo total Is 331 ns of May 1, 1072 for l>oIk County and 
Area XI. The btate wide active enrollment Is 13S2, therefore, tlio Des Moines 
and I'olk (.'ounty area H»nes approximately 23.05 perci»nt of total active WIN 
oarolinient. Apiiroxinmtoly 33 |>ercent of our WIX clients are engaged In college 
training programs wlio.so food .^tamp bonus Is nffeeted by the new reguhitlons. 
Attaclied are actual ca.ses of the coniputntlon of Kood Stamp for ADC WIX 
partloliMints under the original act and the new n^guhitlons as well ns projection 
of the effi^«t on the economic connnunlty If these students do not complete their 
trjilning programs. The State of Iowa ha.s been con.sldered very successful with 
our prognun holding the Hr.st place In the nation. 

Tlie manpower programs and relate<l i>er8ons auallfied as food stamp partlcl- 
p.ants Iiave been .surveyed for our area. The total recipients of food stamps Is 
compri.seil of approxinmtely 44 percent nmnpowor L-lients and vetenms totaling 
8705 for tlie active program of April 30, 1072. 

Kvea tlumgh the unemployment rate has Increased during tlie nrst part of 
1072, tlie iwrsons actually participating in this food stamp program have de* 
crease<I. It Is indicated tliat hick of participation nmv be due to the new inP»r* 
pn»tatiou of tlie Food Stamp Uule. 

The attachmentK are enclosiHl to provide: 

Item .Vo. i.— Computation of the number of Manpower programs participants 
and related social welfare programs provides a reasona!)Ie estimate of the 
nnml)er of known persons who could Ikj affected by tlie new interi)retation of 
the Food Stamp Kegulations. The families of these persons counted will further 
Increase tlie number of persons aflTected with le.ss uutrltion and food needs. 

Item No, 2\— -Actual case for a WlX-cIlent-inother of three children. It exem- 
l)Iifies the loss of tax dollars and income for Polk County and vicinity of Des 
Moines if a WIX enrollee choo.ses to quit the program because of food needs 
for fjimily. 

Item .Vo. An abbreviated hypothetical case to illustrate the loss of stamp 
purchase for WIN enrollee with children and normal increased co.st while in 
school. 

Item .Vo. -{.—An actual case study to show the gross economic loss for a WIN 
client if a special education teacher choose to quit 

Item No. 5.— A two part exhibit which illustrates controlled expense to reflect 
the net loss of purchase power for food stamps relating to a family of three or 
four, respectively. 

Item No, 6\— Data for Polk County Pood cost and number of recipients bene- 
fiting from the programs for the period Iieglnning 1-1-GO Uirough April of 1972. 
Roth cost and nuinl»er of recipients increased at a traceable rate but declined 
with the inception of the new rules. 

Item No. 7.— An inten)retation c£ the new regulations currentlv used by the 
administering agent. Polk County welfare department to: (1) determine and 
adjust income and (2) prohibit the dependents of persons who have seeked food 
Ktauips from securinr^ ...cc- stamps if cloimed on prior year return of parents. 

'/em No. A ^ of persom> who rectU-ed a copy of this letter. 

r«Mn?nJ?!«'^*'4*?.5.*'lS^t°**2* thouKb the courts li.ive provided tbat a WIN 
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SUMMARY 

We nre co;;iiiz;iiit tli:it tlie new ropilntions Iiave cortiiinly strciigtliencd many 
nspcc'ts of tlif i»rogniiii. For tlief?e points coiiimeiKlatioiis nnr in order. 

However, it is IioihhI tlmt our comments will assist in devising iirocwiurcs 
whieli will allow for wiueational iirogression for clients. Witli these iM)ints in 
mind wi* strongly urj:e : ^ . 

1. Tliat tlio regulations (Ol-Gil) as anuMidetl 2-1-T2 he clianf;e<l to eliminate 
tlie inehision from income tliOiJe items whieli arc termed education sen-ices sucli 
as tuition, cliild care. etc. 

2. Tlie dependency rejnilation be omitted from the rcgidations as the fact th:it 
a person is ciaime<l for tax pun>oses in prior year is irrelevant if liunger exists 
tlie following year. 

We feel tliat the incentive for recipients will I)e restored and a greater num- 
ber of tliese clients will become self-siifficient citizens, there!)y eliminating their 
names from tlie welfare payroll. 

Resiwctivcly .submitted^ 

Max Ali.kndkr, 
Chairman, Dcs ^ioincs MAPC/Dcs Jiloincs Area AMPIi. 

COMPUTATIOri OF NUMBER OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS 

MANPOWER PROGRAM ENROUEES USE OF FOOO STAMPS AS OF MAY 1. 1972-<PQLK COUNTY ANO 7 OTH^R 

COUNTIES) 



A«ive Enrolte*^ 

1973 enrollment receiving 

slol level 1972 May!. food 

Projram. agency (projected) slot level 1972 » stamps Remaiks 



NA8-J0BS 1970 NAB 

CEP— City of 0«s Moines .., 

New careers-GO (OMPS for 

fiscal year 1973). 
Oes Moines sl^ill center (MDTA) 

OMACC. 
OJT-lcwa State eniployment 

service. 

WIfl-ISES 



188 

$75 



750 



650 



121 
409 
51 . 

700 

100 

293 



293 
301 



293 
301 



JobCorps-ISES............ .. 73 JO 

flYC and NYC Il-Greater 233 

opportunities. 

Operation mainstream— GO 20 

OUP-xCEP 350 144 

Career opportunity-OMPS .> . . . S5 

Chess (OMACC. 0 rake 4 . . . . ... . . .... 318 

Grandview)Oes area con- 
sortium for higher education. , , 

New hor zons-OMPS .. 1. 000 1. COO 

Veteran's Administration Open Open 

Oes M&ines Area Community 

Collect 778 . 

Emergency food and medical— GO 

ORES.............x.^.. >. 

Total . . 



174 174 t.s.referrals-162.WIN-I2. 

41 41 

331 319 EnroUees technically leave 

the WIN p:ogra.7ifor 
training, the 12 enrotlees 
not covered u^der WIN are 
covered by skill center 
while in training but 
covered by WIfl after 
compIetinE training. 

55 55 

250 250 Excess over slot level was 

made possible because 
many en rcllees were 
paatime. 

15 15 
193 193 
55 55 

86 86 Total year to date. 



159 159 
5.109 5.109 All 5,109 also receive Govern- 
ment pension. 



1.624 
121 



1.624 
121 



Primarily commodities for 
expectant mothers. 
Only AOC mothers receiving 
training from ORES. 



8.795 



> Some cf these totals are the active enrollment as of May I and the totals reflect enrollees that have served since the 

^'^elfects^f food stamp program on manpower and manpower related programs: Total persons served by food stamps— 
19,651: manpower program enrollees served by food stamps-8,795; percentage of food stamp recipients in manpower 
programs— approximately 44 percent. ^ . , - . .^o^ 

Key to Abbreviations: CEP-Concenlrated Employment Program: NAB-National Alliance of BusineKmen: JOBS- 
Jobs in the Business Sector: GO~Greaier Opportunities Inc. (Community Action f'OKCj OEO); OMI^Oes Moi^^^^ 
PublicSchools; OMACC-0 es Moines Area Community College: OJT-On the Job TraminK; Wl N-Wprk incentive Program . 
ISES-lowa State Employment Service; NYC-Neighborhood Youlh Corps; OUP-Occupational 'J »;f°8"%» 
- .»'/.. . tm\ Services: ORES-Slate of Iowa, division of Rehabilitation and 



CHESS— Consortium for Higher Education and Special 2 
Educational Services. 
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COMPUTATION OF NUMBER OF PROGRAM PARTICIPANTS -Continued 

MANPOIftER PROGRAM ENROUEES USE OF FOOD STAMPS AS OF MAY 1, 1972-(P0LK COUNTY AND 7 OTHER 

COUNTIES) 

TOTAL FAMILIES AND PERSONS SERVED BY FOOD STAMPS MAY 1, 1972 

County Families Persons 

Polk 4,417 15,S88 

Boone 184 617 

Story 250 805 

Warren 188 443 ....... 

Marion 205 736 ..... .. ** **** 

Madison ... 31 101 

Jasper 241 818 "".*." I 

Dallas 164 543 .................. 



Total...:. 5.680, 19,651 



COURESPOXDENCE RELATED TO IOWA REPORT 



DEP.\inr.ME.\T OK ACKICULTUKE, 

Office of the Seckctauv. 
, , WdHhington, B.C., March 29, 1972. 

Hon. II.utoLi) E. Hughes. 
t/..V. Senate. 

Deak Senwtor Hughes : Secretary Butz has disked me to ♦hank you for .vonr 
letter concerning tlie treatment of income rweiveil fron. e Work Incentive 
I*roi;nini nndt'r the revised regulations of tlie Food Stamp Program. 

Tlio Kotxl Stamp Projrnini is designed to increase food pnrclinsing power 
beyond the amount nonnally available to low-income families. Because of this, 
the faniilys actnal purchasing power nnist he considered when determining the 
purchase price of stamps. The fact remains that the WIN payment does increase 
the family's ability to purchase food and, as you state, is partially intended to 
purcha>?e food. The payment must, therefore, be counted as income. 

As Ji iwrtial conii»en.s:ition for monies received in WIN tvpe programs, our 
new regulations were written to allow a deduction of 10 percent of the income 
up to $30 to defray costs incnned in traveling to and from the training site and 
for other incidental e\'i>cnses. Moreover, the Food Stamp Program allows dethic- 
tions for exiKjnses such as excessive shelter costs (including all utilities) and 
medical and dental cxpensc»s of more than $10 a month when figuring the house- 
hold's purchase price. 

In the end. tJio primary question is one of fairness. If we allowed a total dis- 
reg:ird of WIX bonuses, the households participating in this program would 
receive benefits not available to other low*income families who are also partici- 
pating in the Food Stamp Prognim and trying to improve their existence. 

If we can be of further assistance, please let us know. 
Sincerely, 

RXCXIAKD LVXG, 

Assistant Secretary. 



U.S, Depaktmkxt of Agriculturk, 

Food axu Xutritiox Swivice, 

^ ^ ^VitshingtonJKC.,MayJLm2. 
Mr. George Shove, 

Director, Food Programs, Department of Social Services, Lucas State Oiftec 
UttHding, Des Moines, loxca. 

Deau Mr. Shove: Secretary Bntz has asked me to thank yon for vour April 13 
1072 letter which made .specific comments witli regard to the WIN Program and 
its relationship to the Food Stamp Program. 

Your letter correctly notes that there has been a change in the regulations 
surrounding the handling of WIN income. Prior to this time the WIN incentive 
payment and training allowance for Priority II training categories were disre- 
garded. With the amending of the Food Stamp Act and the emphasis on nation- 
wide eligibility standards it was felt that a change should be made which would 
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ef|n:ilr/e the treatment of low-income workinff families and recipients of pnlilic 
assistance. It is now onr intention to handle income, from whatever sonrce. in 
the same way for all participatinj: households since similar sixe families have 
similar food needs and if both families have similar purchasing power, they 
should pay the s;inie amount for stamps. 

Within this framework, we specilied what kinds of things increase a family's 
ptirchasing |)ower. Section 2T1.3. Part (c) (ii). of the regulations, to which yon 
rt'fer in your letter, states that income which is not given in uiouey is exempt e<l. 
What is meant are gnituities such as the free use of a house, gifts of clothing, 
food and the like. Section 271.3, Part (2)(i) descrdies payments that are made 
on Irehalf of .-i household hy someone other than a honsehold member. Payments 
made for child care, tuition and mandatory fees fall into this category of 
vendor payments. If. however, u ser\'ice is provided with a non>identifiable cost 
for a particular household, then this should not be con.sidered a payment on 
liehalf of the household. 

Our new regulations provide a dwKiction of ten percent, up to $30 per month 
I>er household, of monies received from WIX as well as from a regular job. This 
was done to allow for work or tniining-relatetl expenses that a low-iucome family 
might have. 

Thu.s. a WIX family would be able to deduct ten percent of the total of its 
WIN tmining allowance plus any vendor payments. This amount is then dinlucted 
from the family s total income from all sources. Finally, the child care and tuition 
expenses are deducteil from this, in addition to any other allowable deductions. 

We are particularly anxious that some of the difficulties experienced recently in 
Iowa with regard to WIX and its relationship to the Food Stinnp Program be 
resolved. It is gratifying that the WIX Prognini i^ .so successful in the State 
nnd we trust that the above explanation has clariiied our policy on the treat- 
ment of such payments. 
Sincerely, 

Howard P. I>.\vis, 
Deputy Administrator. 

May 2G, 1072. 

Mr. Georgk W. Shove. 

Director. Food Proffrants, Department of Social Scrvicc.% Lucas State Office 
liuitdiuff, Dcs Moines, lotca. 

Deak Mr. Siiovk: Thank you for your letter and enclosure concerning the 
operation of the foo<l stamp program in Iowa. 

I note that participation in the program dropped during the month of March 
by over 5,000 individuals and a decline in total issuance of coupons by over 
$35,000.00. Your sunnnary, however, makes no analysis of what caused the de- 
cline. I would be interested to know whether the decline was caused hy an im- 
provement in the economic well being of the individuals involved or whether the 
new food stamp regulations caused persons to be dropiHKl who formerly were 
eligible. 

Any information you can provide in this regard would be most helpful as Con- 
gress continues its oversight of the food stamp program. 
With sincere best wishes, 

Harold K. Hughes. 



Iowa Dep.\rtment ok Social Sermces, 

Des Moines, Iowa, May 10, 1072, 

lion. Harold K. Hughes, 
Senate Office Ruilding, 
Washington, D.C* 

Dear Senator Hugiiks: Attached is a monthly report of participation in the 
Food Stamp Program in the State of lowa. We would like to call your attention 
to the amount of bonus stamps that are provided for participants in the State of 
Iowa, which of course represents an amount of stamps furnished as the cost to 
the Department of Agricidture only. 

In the future we will continue to send these .reports to you and perhaps with- 
out a cover letter unless there Is something in particular we may wish to call to 
your attention. 

Very truly yours, 

George W. Shove, 
Director, Food Programs, 



FROM MRS. DOROTHY CAIN 



As of May 30, 19T2, there are 1,415 Iowa participants in the Work Incentive 
Program (WIN). 



Approximate cost of Government support of my family from, June X, 1972 through 
April, UtS8^{Three chiUlren^Agcs 8, 5, and 2) 

Based on the premise that (1) A.D.C. grant, food stamp bonus (on pre-March 1, 
1972 basis) and federal income tax rates ronmin at the present levels. (2) Each 
child leaves home on his 18th birthday. (3) I eonnneiice working nt a projected 
income of .$12,000 a year and never receive a salary increase. This schedule 
excludes tho cms! of nu'dical c:)re and the co< of n dm inii$t ration of the four 
programs involved at present. 



Aid to dei)endent children : indollarn 

June 1, 1972 thru May, 1982, 120 months at $243.00 $29, 160. 00 

June 1, 19S2 thru Nov., 1984, 30 months at 199.00 5,970. 00 

Dec. 1, 1984 thru April, 1988, 41 months at 151.00 6, 191. 00 



Total 41, 321. 00 



Food stamps (Bonus only) : 

June 1, 1072 thru May, 1082, 120 months at $01.00 7, 320. 00 

June 1, 1982 thru Nov., 19.*^4, 30 months at 42.00 1,200. 00 

Dee. 1, 19S4 thru April, 1988, 41 months at 20.00 820. 00 



Total 9,400.00 



Actual moneys expended by WIX through Spring quarter, 1972: 

Tuition 920. 00 

Books 227! 38 

Child care ' Z ZI.Z 2,OOo!oO 

Transportation allowance & incentive l, 5.'>4. 00 



Total 4,71C.38 



Income (1976-1988) : 

1976 thru 19S2 (4 exemptions) 54,600. 00 

19S;i thru 1984 (3 exemptions) IS. 200. 00 

1985 thru 1988 (2 exemptions ) 36, 400. 00 



Total 109, 200. 00 

Income tax dollars 4ost (197^1988) : 

1076 thru 1982 (4 exemptions), 6 years at .$1.4.36.00 8, 616. 00 

1983 thru 1984 (3 exemptions), 2 years at 1,589.25 3, 178. 50 

1985 thru 1088 (2 exemptions), 4 years at 1,744.50 0, 978. 00 



Total 18.772.50 



ADC -— 41,321.00 

Food stamp bonus ^ 9,400.00 



Total 50.721.00 



Sfo iirojectod income, p. 712. 
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Ineoniu tax dollars lost (10C7-1078)— Coiitinuod /" (loUnts 

Moneys expended to May, 1972 - 4, 710. 38 

Tax dollars lost 18, 772. 50 



Total 74,203.88 



Projected income 

Based upon data from Occupational Outlooks Handbook, IOCS : 
Psychologist : 

With Master of Science degree (male) $9,100 

With Ph. D. (male) (female — a few hundred dollars lower) 12, 800 

Median salary: 

With M.S 12, 200 

With Ph. V 14, 500 

Graduate departments: 

Assistant professorship 9,700 

Full professorship 10,000 

Statistical abstract, 1970: Median salary - 15,000 

Psychologist (no breakdown by education) : 

Male (Mean, 19C9) 17,000 

Female (Mean, 1969) 16,234 



The figure of $12,000 is a very conservative estimate in view of the constantly 
spiralling wage levels. ' 

CoiiKKsroxDENCK Fko.u TSDA Kk ^i>;sTiMo.\Y OK Mrs. C.m.v 

Dkpartmext of Agriculture, 

Offick of tiik Secretary, 
^yashiitt;ton, D.C., July 2(h 1972. 

Hon. CiiARLKS Percy, 
U.S. ffcitatc. 

Dear Senator Percy : In resiwiise to testimony provided by Mrs. Dorothy Cain 
and Dr. Richard Byerly at the Senate Select Conjmittee on Nutrition and Unman 
Needs, we have reevaluated our procedures on the handling of ineorie in tlie 
Food Stamp Program. We are publishing a proix)sed nile making in tlu' Federal 
Rcffiatcr* for public connnent which revi.«es the njanner in which thesheh'er hnrd- 
ship adjustment is computed. 

Our regulations were written to consider income from any source in thi> deter- 
mination of a family's purchas ■ requirement. Because the income calCMlation 
show.s how nmch the family will pay for its stamps, deductions are uMde for 
mandatory expenses such as taxes. Deductions are also i>ermitted for si;ch items 
as excessive shelter, child care and medical costs. Actual tuition costs for stu- 
dents or WIN recipients are additionally deducted. The net ff>od stamp income 
after these deductions is designed to be an accurate base from which to deter- 
mine food stamp purchase price. 

While wc think it critical that we retain our "income is income" philosophy, we 
now believe that the technical way in which we calculate some of these adjast- 
ments. speciHcally the shelter hard.ship deduction, is not equitable. We are propos- 
ing that the shelter adjustment be calculated on the basis of income remaining 
after all other allowable deductions instead of our current proce<lure which uses 
total Income, less mandatory fees such as taxes, as the basis of determining a 
shelter hardship. We expect this change to have a favorable impact on WIN par- 
ticipants who have high tuition and child care costs but for whom this money amy 
not actually l>e available. However, for those households which, under the old 
regulations were permitted a total disregard of WIN income, we anticii)ate that 
there will .still be a slight upward revision in their purchase requirement over 
that under the old program. 

In Mrs. Cain's case, the method of calculating her purchase requirement low- 
ens it from $64 to either $40 or $46 since her adjusted income is on the borderline 
of our tables. As you can see, this is significant difference and one which we feel 
will prove beneficial to Mrs. Cain. 

Your concern and interest in this matter are appreciated. If you have any fur- 
ther questions or comments, please do not hesitate to contact us. 
Sincerely, 

EioiiARD Lyng, Assistant Secretary. 



•SCO pi>. 71.3-715. 
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[Prom the Federal Kegistor, July 18, 1972) 
Food and Xutritio.v Service 
[7 CFR, Part 271] 
Food Stamp Piwgram 
computation op hardship allowance 

Pursuant to the authority contained in the Fowl Stamp Act of inC4. as 
aniemled (78 Stat. 703, as amended; 7 U.S.C. 2011-202o), notice is hereby given 
that the Food and Nutrition Service, Department of Agriculture proposes to 
amend the regulations governing the Food Stamp Program to provide that the 
shelter hardship allowance he computed on the basis of income remaining after 
the deduction of all other allowable expenses. 

Interested persons may submit written comments, suggestions, or objections, 
regarding the proposed amendment to James II. Kocher, Director, Food Stamp 
Division, Food and Nutrition Senice, U.S. Dep;irtment of Agriculture, Wash- 
ington. D.C. 20250, so as to be received not later than the 30th day following the 
date of the pul)lication of this notice in the. Federal Register. Comments, sug- 
gestions, or objections will be oi>en to public inspection pursuant to 7 CFR 1.27(b) 
at the Office of the Director, during regular business hours (8 :30 a.ni.-r>:00p.ni.). 

It is proposed to revi.se § 721.3(c)(1) by deleting subdivisions (iii)(b), by 
relettering .subdivisions (iii) (c), (d), (e), and (f) as .sulxli visions (iii) (b), 
(c), (d). and (e), respectively, and by adding a new subdivision (iii)(f). As 
revised. S 271.3(c) (1) (iii) would read as follows: 

§271.3 Household eligibility. 

(c) Income und resource elUjthiUiy standards of other households. * * * 
(1) Detlnition of income. * * * 

(iii) Deductions for the following household expenses shall be made: 

(tf) Mandatory deductions from earned income which are not elective at the 

option of the employee such as local. State, and Federal income tiixcs, social 

security taxes under FICA. and union dues; 

(b) Payments for medical exiM'nses, exclusive of siKK*ial diets, when the costs 
exceed $10 iK»r month per household ; 

(c) The payments for the care of a child or other ix^rsons when necessary for 
a household member to accept or continue employment ; 

(rf) Unusual exi)enses incurred due to an individual liou.schoUrs disaster or 
casualty losses which could not l)e reasonably anticipated by the household ; 

(c) Educational expenses which are for tuition and mandatory school fees, 
including such expenses which are covered by scholarships, educational grants, 
loans, fellowships, and veterans' e<lucational benefits; rtnd 

(/) Shelter costs in excess of 30 i>er centum of the household's income after 
the above deductions. 

(78 Stat. 703, as amended ; 7 U.S.C. 2011^2025) 

Richard Lyxo, 
Assistant Secretary. 

Jui.V 14, 1072. 

[ FR Doc. 72-11103 Filed 7-17-72 ; 8 :52 am] 



[From the Ftnleral Register, .Tuly 21, 1072] 
Food a.nd Nutrition Service 
[7 CFR Part 271] 
Food Stamp Program 
computation of hardship allowance 
Correetion 

The third paragraph of F.R. Doc. 72-11103 appearing at page 1423C of the 
issue for Tuesday, July 18» 1072, should read as follows : 

"It is proposed to revise § 271.3(c)(1) by deleting subdivision (iii) (ft), by 
relettering subdivisions (iii) (c), (rf), (e), and (/) as subdivisions (iii) (6), 
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(c), ((?), and (c), respectively, and by adding a new subdivision (iii)(f). As? 
revised, § 271.3(c) (1) (iii) would read as follows : 



[From the Federal Register, August 25, 1972] 
Food a:vd Xutritio:^ Service 
[7 CFR Farts 270, 271, 272] 
Food Stamp Program 
notice of proposed rule making 

Pursuant to the autiiority contained in the Food Stamp Act of 10G4, as aiiiendod 
(78 ^U\t. 703, as amended: 7 U.S.C. 2011-2025), notice is hereby given that 
the Food and Nutrition Ser\'lee, Department of Agriculture, proiw^^es to amend 
the regulations governing tlie food stamp proiri-ani to provide that (ho salary 
and ti-avel costs of the person who prepares the official record of hearings held 
at the requi»st of households may. In parr, be paid to the State agency by the 
Food and Nutrition Senice: allow State agencies to make direct refunds to 
any recipients overcharged for tlieir coutmn allotment; allow State agencies 
to cooiH»nite wltJi Federal, State, and local investigative agencies wliicli are 
investigating susi)ected violations of the Food Stamp Act or program regulations : 
and provide that court-ordered supiwrt and alimony payments will be de<lucted 
from income in determining ellgii)llity and basis of issuance. 

Interesteil persons may submit written comments, suggestions, or objections, 
regarding the proi)osed amendmeutK to James H. Kocher. Director. Food Stamp 
Division, Food and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agriculture. Wash- 
ington, D.C. 20250, so as to be received not later than the 30th day following 
the date of publication of this notice in the Federal Register. Comments, suir- 
gestions, or oI)jectlons will be oi)en to puldic Inspection pursuant to 7 CFR 
1.27(b) at the Office of the Dire<»tor, during regular business hours (8:30-5 p.m.). 

The proposed revisions are: 

1. In § 270.2. paragraph (li ) Is revlse<l to read as follows : 
§270.2 Definitions. 

(ii) "Hearing Officlar* means a person or persons designated by the Agency to 
act In Its behalf in the conducting of hearings under § 271.1 (o) of this sui»cliapter. 
Such persons shall not have been Involved in the action lu question. Medically 
qualified persons who make medical determinations or provide te.stimony on 
medical issues in bearing proceedings and the person who prepares the official 
hearing record may also be considered hearing officials. 

♦ * * ♦ ♦ ♦ * 

2. In § 271.1, paragraph (q) is revised to read as follows: 
§ 271.1 General terms and conditions for State agencies. 

(Q) Itofundft to households, A hou.sehold shall be entitled to a cash refund for 
any amount that it has been overcharged for its coupon allotment as a result 
of an error by the State agency in the admlnl.stration of the food stamp program : 
Provided, Tliat, if the liouseliold owes a balance on a claim under § 271.7(d), the 
State agency shall offset the amount due under this paragraph against such 
balance. The State agency shall make such refunds from funds collected in pay- 
ment of the purchase requirement or from Its own funds or those of the project 
area. or. If no such funds are available for this purpose, the State agency shall 
request FNS to make .such refunds directly to the households. If State agency or 
project area funds are used to make refunds, FNS will credit or reimburse the 
State agency or project area therefor, 

* ♦ * ♦ * * * 

3. Section 271.3(c) (1) (III) is amended by adding a new suhdivi.sion {g) to 
read as follows : 

§ 271.3 Household eligibility. 

******* 
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(c) Income and resource eligihillty standards of other households, 
(1) Definition of income. * * * 

(iii) Deductions for the following household f^xpenses shall he made: 

* * * * * * * 
(<7) Conrt-ordered support and alimony payments. 

* m it: iH 4i He 

4. In § 272.5, the second sentence of paragraph (d) i.s revised and a new iiara- 
graph (f ) is added to read as follows : 
§ 272.5 l*a r t i ci pa tion of ba nks. 

* * * - * He V H( 

(d) • * * Such coupons which have been so issued and used, as well as any 
coupons which have been issued under paragraph (f) of this section, or which 
FXS believes may have been issued, transferred, negotiated, used, or received in 
violation of any provisions of this subchapter or of any applica])le statute, shall 
at the request of any person acting on lieJmlf of FNS and on issuance of a receipt 
therefor by sucli person, be released and turned over to FXS by the bank receiv- 
ing such coupons, or by any other person to whom such request is addressed, 
together with tlie certificate (s) of redemption acconii)anying such coupons, if 
any. * * * 

***.*♦ ♦ * 

(f ) Upon the written request of Federal, State, or local governmental agencies 
which have authority to investigate, and are investigating, suspect<»d violations of 
Fedenil or State statutes relating to the enforcement of the Fooil Stamp Act or 
the regulations issued thereunder, the State agency may allow households which 
it believes are or may be ineligible for the program to continue prognim partici- 
pation and to receive and use ATP cards and food coupons. Tlie State agency 
may allow such households to continue participation in the program until the 
earlier of (1) exi)irati<m of the period of IK) days after such retpiest is receive<l 
or of such longer period as FXS, upon request of the State agency, nmy for good 
cause approve in a particular case, or (2) receipt of notification from tlie investi- 
gative agency that such participation may be terminated or that the Investigation 
has been completed. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this subchapter, the 
State agency shall not be liable to FNS for the l)onus value of any coui)ons issued 
to households which the State agency allows to continue participation in the pro- 
gram in conformity with the provisions of this paragraph. 
(78 Stat. 703, as amended, 7 U.S.C. 2011-2025) 

RiCIIAni) lA'NO. 

Assistant Secretary. 

August 21, 1972, 

[PU Doc. 72-14461 Filed 8-24-72 ;8:41) am] 



SELECTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES ON UNUSED FOOD STAMP FUNDS 



[From the Wuslilngton Post. .Tuiu* 14. 1972 J 

Thrift at tue Expense of the Hungry 

Normnlly, when we in this eountry hear that some ngeney of the jrovernment 
is tnrning money Imck to tlie Trensury. we brent lie n sigh of relief figuring tlint 
some effective stntesninn-lil;e goveninient employees linvc given ns a little good 
government. And. normally, you'd think that the government agoney responsible 
for sneh savings would be anxious to hrondeast the story loud and eloar. Well, 
the other day. the Senate Seleet Connnittee on Nutrition and Human Nwds bad 
virtually to drag from Department of Agriculture offieials that they were turning 
something like $400 million in food stanij) funds back to the Treasury this year. 
Curious. 

But. as tlie facts dr!l)l)le out. the strange reticence of the USDA on the subject 
becomes le.ss mysterious. I^^ist fall, it seemed that I'SDA was leaning toward cut- 
ting the program back by some ?200 millions, but after outcries by advocates of 
the poor and legislators on the hill, and amidst denials by US DA oUieials that they 
were following a punitive and fl!nty-hearto<l iwliey, the plan was scrapped — 
npiKirently. At that point, the projections of the administration and the advocates 
of the hungry alike were that by the end of the !i.*ieal year. 12.5 million people 
would be sen'ed by the prognini. Yet. as the li-^^cal y(»ar is emlingand the admin- 
istration is turning money back to the treasury, only 11.5 million |)Cople are 
enrolled in the progriim. 

Moreover, 1070 census figures show that some 25.0 million people are in poverty 
in tijis eountry. Tliese are the "nutritionally endangered", in the language of tlie 
Select Connnittee. About 44% of them (11..5 million) participate in the food 
stamp program. 13% (3.3 million) receive suri"'lu« commodities and 43% (10.8 
million) receive nothing. So. neither in terms of its own projections nor in terms 
of absolute human nee<l can it be argued that this bit of government thrift Is the 
result of a job well, or completely done. 

And there is nlao a question as to whether some of the returninl money could 
not have been usefully spent for the three benelits of those U.S. millions currently 
being served. The National Council on Hunger estimates that between .Tanuary 
1070 and April 1072 the cost of food consumed at home rose at a rate 500% 
greater than the rise in the food stamp allotment. It is true that during the year, 
the USDA did raise the allotment to reflect .some rise in food prices but in mnny 
Instances, it also raised the cost of the stamps, sometimes more than the increase 
In the allotment. Some elderly recipients testified that l)ecau.se of their advanced 
ages, si)ecial diets were required. In some instancies those diets are so costly that 
the elderly exhaust their food stamp benefits* in the first two weeks of the month. 

Thus, the Department of Agriculture had at hand a number of ways in which 
the $400 million ''saving" could have been expended to alleviate huninn misery. 
When it became fairly clear in late 1971 that the food stamp appropriation would 
not be si)ent at the then current |)rogram level. USDA could have chosen to provide 
benefits to more lnmgry people, it could havt* enriched the benefits of the i)eople 
already enrolled in the pn)gram or it could have provided richer allotments to 
the elderly. As far as can be seen at this point. It chose to do none of these. 
Rather, It chose to "save" $400 million — at great hunnm cost. 

In a program that is designed to feed hungry Americans, all of that sounds 
like bad and punitive government to us and leads us to reiK?at a question put to 
Senator Percy, who was chairing the hearings, by an elderly food stamp recipi- 
ent. "Senator, why are they going to give It back when I get so little?'* 

A good question, we think. 

(71G) 
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tProm the Wttlo Uock, Ark.;Ga2otto, Juno 8, 1072| 
FuNws Authorized Fon Food Stamps Won't Bk Spkxt 

Washington (AP).— The Agriculture Department told Congress Wednoi^day It 
would .speutl million less tliau authorized on food stamps. 

However, It den Ie<l charges by Senator George S. McGovern (Dern., S.D.) that 
It pun>osely had withheld funds from the program, which Is designed to help the 
|HM)r. 

Assistant Agriculture Secretary Richard Lyng told the Senate Hunger Com- 
mittee, "It should be made absolutely clear that there has been no withholding of 
funds from either the foo(bstanip program or the sptHiInl fwid **crvlee prognuu/' 

McGovern, the ConunIttee*s chalnnnn, was In Ciillfornla. A statement from him 
was read by Senator Charles Percy (Uep., III.). 

It Is a "sorry and confuslnj spectacle," McGovern said, to see the president 
renlfirmlng his conunltuicut to feed the hungry when, on the other hand, "we 
have an executive* agency witliholding a substantial proportion of the funds 
nvailnhle to Imi»rove the diets of the needy poor." 

-Today we leam from the OeparUnent of Agriculture that some §400 million 
«»f the funds so desiierately neede<l by Amorictrs hungry poor will be returned to 
the Treasur.v," McOoveni siild in Uie statement 

Lyng .SiUd tUe money was being returned, not because the prognim was un- 
successful but because H was difficult to estimate in advance exactly wliat needs 
win he. 

IIUNOKK KXPKRT SJ^JS TURNBACK 

Jolin K. Knuuer, exiHiutlvc dlnxitor of the National Council on Hunger and 
Malnutrition, .s;iUi that while the Agricultun; Department had §2.28 hII!Iou avail- 
able for food stamps this year, it would siiend only $1.87 billion. 

lie said .<4H million would be retununl to the Tre:isun'. 

Lyug .s;ild the progranrs success in reaching the needy was Indicated by a 
ten*fold spending Inerea.se from the §1*50 million authorized for the entire pro- 
gram in Hm. 

Knimer said that of the 25,0 million imor persons In the 11)70 census, only 
44 percent roceivwl food stamps In April 1072. 
He said another 13 percent recelvetl connnoditles. 
But 43 percent or 11.1 ndlllon got nothing, he said. 

McGovern Siild regidatlous were Imposedt with no direction from Congress, 
whicli forced nK»IpIents otit of the prognim If they partlclpatwl In work, train- 
ing' or (Mlncational prognims designed to make them self-sumcient. 



I Prom the ChlcnRo Suii'Tliuen, Juno 9. 1972 J 
lUfNGEii Still Top Priobity 

Sen. Charles H. Percy (R-III.) is i)erfcctly correct In his demands that Uie 
ivlxon administration produce an ade<piate explanation of why It Is tliat some 
§100 million In fowl stamp funds Is lK»Ing retunied unspent to the U.S. Treasury. 
In addition, some §4 million Is being returned from a special program under 
wldcli Head Start and day-cjire centers are provjdetl with free lunches. 

The dl.screpan.'y «uue to light Wednesday at a meeting of the Senate Select 
Committee on Xiiirltlon and Human Needs. Pero.v. ranking Republican mem- 
lier, presided over the meeting In the abf^ence of the chairman. Sen. George 
MeGoveni (I>-SJ).), who ealled the administration action **a sorrv and con- 
fusing sjjectacJe." 

**We appropriated the money and authorisMHl it," Percy told Tlie Sun-Times 
Thursday. "Tlie l^resldent*s goal Is to close the hunger gap. Is Uiere no more 
hunger In America? Or has our delivery system broken down? We provide three 
meals a day for every American soldier aJl over the world, and we should do the 
same for hungry people here at home. What is of higher priority than food for 
the hungry?'* 

Percy describes the Issue fairly. There Is always going to l>e some sun)lu8 in 
the food-stamp program : Heaven forbid there shouhl ever he a deficit. Hut If 
cutting funds already authorized by Congress for food is being done as an econ- 
omy measure, this should quickly 1)6 halted. 
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IKfum thr riiUnflrlphlJi TfUmnr, Junr 17. 10721 
Millions Wn.i. Not Oct Food «TAMin? Tins \KAn 
(By I^nlw B. Wyclie. National niack Xowk ScnIctO 

WMslilneton— (XBNS)— Moro than 1 million poor |KH>plc liavo nj'Vf'^/f'**"/^! 
In tliiS K^ainp ^ for tlio needy l>cca«sc the Xixnn A.hnlnlstmtlon lias 

[al i to Snma "K^^ inHllon of the $2.3 blllKui ap|»roprl«tc<ni|ls year 

Sen Charles IVrcv. K^IIl. tl.c ranklnif minority meinl)er on n si>eelal Senate 
commitrc^ iVnlln/at th problem, u^s c^nKH^Ially critical of ^^^^^ 
ZTZ tLl stamp pro^nlm. He expressed ^^'^^^^^^^^^^ 
tlons timt |K>mUlr.e the |M»or If they sipn up for work-tKilnlnR PWRnims. 

<t Ml Oei)m^ McOovenu D-S.n., who Is chalnnan <»f the committee, >>as also 
criu il^^It^s a «H «» «"r nntlonn! c^uiscleiK^ that we ninnot or 

>>ill m nuH^t the hnsic hinnnn n.HHis of our society niid peoplr. * he 

Alth.mffh n mlllhm,K^rs.>nsnro mm; pnrtlelpat n;: In » "^f";;^^^ 
more thnn 12.3 million were Mipposed to Ik» hel|H»»l l» the effort, if nil or tnc 

''T^!'k^^ <«m.tor of the Xntlonni Oumrll of Malnntrltlon 
HmrJJill tlie ntlmhilstnitlon with -ph'kp<H.ketlnc tlio |K)or" hy not nilslnc iK^nelUs 
nud rearhlns mort» n^siy |K»rsims with tlie propnim. 

TmW new n^fftilrttlons p»venil«jr tlie program. >vhlrh will j;.*^^^^^ 
Jnlv 1 l»em>nts will > rrdin-«l for nion* than oiie-third of tlio nM«ipionts in 
\Vw York whlh^ otiiw will he form! ont of tlio prosnim nltotfetiier. 

AWirnIt in^^ <»flh.hils ndniltt.sl timt million T*'*"'/^* ^ 

>vonm V""h:"^^ t.» tlio fiMlcnii Treasury on July 1. the llrst day of the new lisc-jil 

Uk'hnril Lvnc. assistant secretary for acrlenltnro. told the Senate SeU-ct 
(^?n Id hVo i Xntrlth^ that the department will s|>eiid 1.^^ than the npprj>. 
pS fom! stiiinp fnnds U^aiiso of misnilenlatlons In the l>n>JJ"»» ^ 
slmviM^s< hv states In i^ennlttlnK new ronntles to enter the pwmm and sloune.ss 

'VlJKCvei:i;%Tm^^ or holding hack of fimds for the foo<l stamp 

nro«rmn " Lvn;: told the senators. -The administration has repeatis ly demon- 
TrntiTu strmi;: sense of rcmmiltiiieiit to l>res|.lent Nlxon^s id.»*li:c three years 
nL'o to eliminate hnnper In this land.** »», i v«««.»«f 

-A<; the fooil stamp propnun has expanded, we hnve not hesltate«l to reqm^st 
fiinVlLrfrom $2no ndlllon when we nrrive<l In Mm to onr lmdi:et rt'nn.^st of 
%*^:U hllllon for fiscal 1073. a ten-fold Increase." 

One welflinMiiother from Hes Moliu^. 24.year.old Horothy Cahj. told the com- 
mlttcHv of her efforts for sclf^omployment and work have n^idte^l ln louer fom 
Ktamn liont^fits. Mi's. Cain, who has two children, wild she paid $30 monthly 
for $R4 worth of stamps tint now must pay $C0 for worth of -^tamiM*. 

Welfare recipients with less than a |)overty-level Income. l>a«<Hl «n for a 
fandlv of four, are ellffllde for varylnjr lienefltK according to their Income. X 
f n IV of four with no Income may receive $108 worth of free f/>J><^ ftani^ 
mowtiily. while a family with $200 monthly Income can my $00 to receive $108 
worth of stamps. 

IFrom the NVw York Tlmw. June S. 10721 
NixoN CamaxEo os U.\-i?PKXT Vvsm $400.Miujon- F«om Foon Proguams Is 

RcrUKNEO 

(By Paul Delaney) 

Washivotok. JiJNR 7.— The Xlxon Administration was severely crltlclwxl to<lny 
for retiiminc to the Treasury about $400.mllllon Mm the food stamp VJoRmm. 
FurUien the Administration was accused of keeping tlie matter secret until It 

"Thrcto wel^e' ^df iXKe Senate Selec-t Committee on Xutrltlon and 
Unman Needs, which called a series of hearinss to Investigate Uie accusations. 

Besides the money that was returned under the food st:imp program, about 
$.l-mlinon win remain unused under the si^eclal food sen'Ice program, which pro- 
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vhlos fm» h niches tut ilay c;irr centers nml Hmtl Stnrt projects. Thirty xt.ntcs 
wIU lie n*tnnihi); Uiose fnntis to the lK*|>:irtnn*nt of Ai:r]cnltnrc. 

The tliscoverj- th:it the finnls were ri'tnnnsl was ncchlentzil. anil wns nin<U» 
nfter a suit was llhsl Uy Nrw York City, Tennsylvnnla. nml the National Welfare 
HI;rhts Onranluitlon. 

The suit asked that the A^n'Iciiltiirc IHiwrtnienl Ik? forewl to |in>vIUc enoufjh 
f(NNl stami»; for a nutritionally nileiiitate illet** as mandated hy law. DeiMrtnient 
olhclals made the disclosure of Uie return of the funds dnrini; pre-trial ti*stim(my. 

The committee's cltalnnan» Henntor George McCiovem, i>cmocntt of South 
Dakota, called Uie hearinpc. 

Mr. McGtivem teniu»d the Administration action **a scarry and confusing jii»cc* 
tacle.** Other wltn(»ss*>s. who hiclndisl Arthur SchlflT, assistant adudnlstrator of 
the New York City Ilunmn Hesourccs Administration, called the action "pick- 
IKKrketIn}: the iHH)r** and *i»urwiticratlc terror.** 

The chnnres were clenli*d hy HIchard K. Lynir. Assistant Secretary of Agricul- 
ture, who defended the fcMl stamp actltm as the n^sult vi dldlculty in est] nm tint: 
fundim: needs. 

.Mr. hyuK reiN>rted that 3(> statics would lie retumlm; $4*«r.HIIon or mon* t(» the 
department under the siHxrlat f(M>d pr<rin^m. He s^ild this was a result of plans 
to switch to year-numd fundin;; rather thnn splltttti}; It over two f1sc:il iK*riods. 

The A};rietdture IH»|Kirtment olUcIat nmlntatned that ^^Vmllllon wtadd l»e re- 
tunied to the Trc»asnry. hut s,ild that the hun;;er needs of the |HH>r wen* lK»In;r 
met. The commit tint and some critics said the lUure ImUiti returned was ns hlKli 
as ^H-mllllon. 

It should Ik* made ahs4>lntely clear at the outset that there has l>een no with* 
hiihlInK (»r funds from either the fiKXl stamp pn»Knim or the s|KH:lal ftKnl sen'Ice 
programs/* he asserte<l. 

TO K^rruuN JUNK IS 

.Mr. Lyn^ was not a hie to answer (piestlons after his testimony, and he Is 
seheduhsl to ap|K*ar a^In June ir>. lie was directed hy Senator Cliarles II. 
I'ercy. Kepuhllcon of Illinois, who prestde<l In the ahsence of Mr. McCovenu 
to eNplnIn fully why the $*J.:MdllIon In fottd stamp money wns not, siK'nt. 

Mr. .Sehltt. ahmK with John It. Knuuer. exe<-ntlve tltrector of the National 
Council on IIunKcr, said the money ct»uhl have \HH.*t\ us4sl to nslnce the ei^st 
of stamps to all n*cIpIonts, to Incn>ase allotments or to hrtnt; more i>eople Into the 
pro;;r:im. 

••Who's res|)r»nslhle for pIcki»ocketIn;; the i>oor?'* Mr. Kramer nske<!. 

He answered that Itesliles the Administration. Coneress wns itartly to blame 
for making It a crime to orerspcnd funds for the proi^ram. lie termed **Con* 
Kresslonal lawlessness** a pntvlslon for n^turnhiK unsi»ent money to the Treasury 
ntther than cnrr>'lnK It over to the next .ve;ir. 

In a n*late(l nattier. Mr. Schltf asked the c<mmUttet* to act to prevent Iniph*- 
nuMitatlon of n new Aicrlcallure Deimrtment reiculatlon, to Into eftet't next 
Janimr>^. that providers that famllleii with hlirher rent imyments pay more for 
food stamps. 

•ih^cause of New York Clt.Vs n»nt control law. vjme families In the same 
hulldlm; iKiy different rents.** Mr. Schltf said. *^And t.*ie deiuirtment knows that 
there would l)e a decrease In partlclimtlon Unrause of the Increase In cost.** 

He said that the food stamp program was popular In Keu* York, witit over 
000,000 |»artlclpants. Then* would lie more If the cost of food stami»8 was lower» 
he added. 

In a statement read l>y Mr. Percy, Senator McOovem. the Democratle Vrosi" 
dential frt)ntrunner. clatnrisl that the Administration was withholdlm: funds 
from the needy jtoor only one month after President Nixon roaffinned his com* 
mitnient to end huncrer In America. 

'*Jt is a sad comments, ry on our national conscience that we cannot or wilt 
not meet the hasic human needs of our society and iKMipIe,** Mr. McGoveni said In 
his statement. 

ilr. Percy said that neitlier the Administration nor Contrress dlsa^rnHMl with 
the Koal of ending hunger, but that there wer« *'legitlmate dllferences on how 
to Implement these goals.** 
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(Frum the Wnr^liinirton l*ust. June S. 1072] 
SoMK MoNKY Unspent i^ii Food Stamps 
(By Nick Kot7.) 

The Xixoii ndmiiiistrntioii revenled yesterday tlint. it will not spend about $400 
million of the $2.3 billion appropriated this year for the food stamp program. 

AKrieulture Department oftieials acknowledged that $382 million in imsi>cnt 
funds will revert to the Treasurj* after June 30, the last day of the nsc:il year. 

Tlu>- department's action was criticized at a hearing of the Senate Select 
Committee on Nutrition, where witnessei> also complained that various food 
stamp regulations will ctiuse the poor to receive less food. 

Richard Lyn^, an assistant secretary of agriculture, told the committee that 
USDA ill siwnd less than the appropriated food stamp funds because of mis- 
calculations in program growth, slowness in implementing new regulations, and 
slowness by states in i)ermitting new counties to enter the program. 

••There has been no reduction or holding back of funds for the food stamp pro- 
gram/* Lyng testified. '*The administration has repeatedly demonstrated a strong 
.sense of commitment to President Nixon's pledge three years ago to eliuiinate 
hunger in this land. As the food stamp program has expanded, we have not 
hesitated to request funding — from $250 million when we arrived in 1969 to our 
budget request of $2.34 billion for fiscal 1973— a ten-fold increase." 

Sen. Charles Percy (R'lll.), ranking minority member of the committee who 
presided in George SIcGovern's absence, expressed astonishment at food stamp 
regulations that penalize the iK>or if they .Kign up for work*training programs. 

John Kramer, executive director of the National Council on Malnutrition, ac- 
cused the administration of '^pickpocketing the poor" by not raising benefits and 
reaching more neeily people with the program. 

More than 11 million i)crsons now participate. "Welfare recipients and others 
with less than a poverty level income ($4,000 a year for a family of four) are 
eligible for varying benefits according to income. A family of four with no income 
can receive $108 worth of free food stamps monthly, while a family with $200 
monthly income can pay $G0 to receive $10S worth of stamps. 

Arthur Schiff administrator of the food stamp program in New York City, 
s;aid new regulations efTcctive July 1 will reduce benefits for more than one-third 
of recipients in New York and will force many of them out. 

Dorothy Cain, 24, of Des Moines, a welfare recipient with two children, de- 
scribed how her efforts for self-improvement and work have resulted in lower 
food stamp benefits. Mrs. Cain paid $30 monthly for $S4 worth of r«tamps but now 
must pay $60 for $84 in stamps. 



[From the Washington News, June 7, 1972] 
U.S. Food Stamp Money Is Unspent 

(UPI) — A Senate committee asked the administration today to explain why it 
is not using the full $2.3 billion available for food stamps to the poor. 

Assistant Agriculture secretary Richard Lyng was called before the Senate 
select committee on nutrition and needs to tell how a $400 million to $500 million 
surplus had developed. Tlie administration plans to return the money to the 
Treasury instead of using it to help feed the poor. 

Sen. Charles Percy, R-Ill., opened the hearing and said the key question was 
whether food programs were "being implemented to achieve adequate nutrition 
for all Americans at the earliest possible date." 

Despite the availability of $2.3 billion, committee members said department 
regulations forced food stamps recipients out of the program if they take part 
in training designed to make them self-sufficient. 



(Prom the Washington 9tar, June 7, 1072 J 
Sen'ate Unit Probks Food Stamp Surplus 

A Senate committee asked the Nixon administration today to explain why it 
is not using the full $2.3 billion available for issuing food stamps to the poor. 

Asst. Agriculture Secretary Richard Lyng was called before the Senate Select 
Committee on Nutrition to tell how a "sunte'* estimated at $400 million to $500 
million has developed. 
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Lyiig was the first to testify as the committee oi)enetl two days of hearings on 
the administration's plan to return the money to the Treasury instead of using 
it to Iielp feed tlie iioor. 

In the absence of the committee chairman. Sen. George McGovern, S.D^ the 
opening hearing was chaired by Sen. Charles H. Percy; U-Ill. Percy said the key 
qiiestiou was whether food programs were *' being implemented in a way to 
achieve onr national goal of adequate nutrition for all Americans at the earliest 
Ijossible date.'* 

Committee members said the regulations imi>osed by the department would 
force food stump rmpients out of the program if they iwrticipute in work, train- 
ing or education prognuus designed to make them self-sufficient. 

The deiuirtmcnt also was criticized for raising the monthly stamp allotment by 
only $4 for a household and fur raising the price of the stamps for low-income 
l»eople. 



[From the CXI Weekly KeportI 
USDA To Ueturn $400 ^iliLUON Lv St.\mp Funds 

UKDA and its critics agreed last week that the Deiwrtment will return about 
$400 million in food stamp foods to the Treasury this year but disagreed over the 
implications of the unexpended appropriation. 

At siHKrial hearings calleil by the Senate Nutrition Committee, witnesses from 
anti-lumgt^r groui>s and from food stamp project areas agree<l with USDA spokes^ 
men that at least $31X) million to as much as $420 million in food stamp funds 
would go unsiient in fiscal 1972. 

Department spokesnmn Richard Lyng, Assistant Secretary, rejected impli- 
cations that the USDA had attempted to save food stamp funds and said **There 
has l)een no reduction or holding back of funds for the food stamp program." 
He attribute<l the auticiiwtetl return of $:iS9 million to problems in estimating 
fmiding needs and delay in switching counties with suriilus food distribution 
to tlie foo<l stump program. 

Other witnesses argued that USDA could have U4»d its anticipated surplus 
to ItHtettt iMior iKDple. Si>eculating that had UsDA officials decided "to d(»- 
libera tely star^'e the food stamp program of adequate funds,'* Arthur Schiff, 
assistant welfare administnitor for New York City, said USDA could liave used 
the leftover money to reduce the cost of food stauii« to recipients, to increase 
food stump allotinents nous to provide a nutritionally adequate diet, or to bring 
more families into the program. 

Schiff chargeil that USDA, through the interpretation of new regulations and 
the issuance of new allotment schedules, is **increasing the cost of food stamps 
beyond reason." He predicted that recent policy changes would rciluce benefits 
for more than one third of New York City's food stamp recipients, forcing many 
of them out of the program (see accompanying story). 

.John Kramer, executive director of the National Coimcil on Hunger and Mal- 
nutrition said that 43 i)ercent of low-income persons in the nation do not par- 
ticipate in either the food stamp or commodity distribution programs. Some 
48 i)ercent of all welfare recipients do not participate in the food stamp pro- 
gram where it is available, he said. 

Kramer also reported that food stamp participation declined in 16 states 
from April 1071 to April this year. In contrast, he said, USDA spent $20 million 
more for food stamp administrative costs than the $70 million it requested for 
this fiscal year, **a 30 percent cost overrun for the bureaucrats." 

Kramer said USDA should be allowed to carry over any surplus in food stamp 
funds from one fiscal year to another. Both houses of Congress voted a carry over 
provision as part of the Food Stamp Amendments of 1071, Kramer reported, 
but a House-Senate conference on tlie bill struck it out with USDA*s concurrence. 

**You*re saying that funds should carry over from one year to another — 
that was the intent of Congress," said Senator Charles H. Percy (R-IlL), who 
chaired the hearing. 

**Yes, the money is wasted otherwise," Kramer replied. 

The committee also heard from Dorothy Cain, an Iowa mother of two whose 
food stamp bonus was reduced by $30 after she enrolled in a job training pro- 
gram under the WIN (**work incentive**) program for welfare recipients. Since 
her work-related expeases are considered income for food .stamp eligibility pur- 
poses, she said, she must choose between continuing training and feeding her 
children. 



Percy commented tlint Ms. Cnin's testimony revealed an inconsistency between 
two federal projcrams. USDA's treating work-related exi)ensesas income, liesnid» 
is contrary to l*re.sident Nixon's 'Hvorkfare** policies and the intent of Congress. 
(For further liackgronnd on the WIN rule, see CXI Vol. II: 4.) 

Also testifying were two elderly District of Colnnihia residents who complained 
that they con Id not purchase an adequate diet using food stamps alone. One of 
the two women, l»oth of whom siiffer from diabetes, said she run.*; through her 
monthly food stamp allotment in about a week and a half. 

*'In other words, if you get sick enough, you will go to a hospital and get an 
adequate diet/' Percy commented. 

FOOD STAMP GROWTH ; GOrXG NOWHEBE FAST 

Food stamp participation, after growing dramatically in 1970. slowed appre- 
ciably in 1971 and has failed thus far in 1972 to live up to expectations. 

Since .Tnnnry 1970, the number of people using food stamps has grown by 7.7 
million, rising from 3.8 million to nearly 11.5 million. Three-fourths of that 
growth cjinie in 1970, and 19 percent in 1971. 

About 6 percent of the growth has l)een registered in the first four months of 
1972, about the same annual rate of growth as in 1971. 

Thus, if the food stamp program expands at its current rate through the rest 
of 1972, the total number of i)ersons in the program may reach 12 niilhon by 
January 1073. 

That, however, is not good enough, according to the tJSDA. The FY 1973 
budget request of $2.3 billion is based on reaching an average of more than 13 
million i)ersons in fiscal 1073. This means the program would have to be serving 
more than 12.5 million persons by January 1973. 

Food stamp program specialists look to several program modifications, together 
with the expansion of the program to new areas, to bring the rate of program 
growth up to the exi)ecte<l level. 

Recent changes in food stamp regidations are expected to make more i)eople 
eligible by broadening income eligibility levels and to encourage more participa- 
tion by increasing monthly allotments. 

Income eligibility levels are being made uniform throughout the nation, and 
are being raised in a three stage step to about $403 per month for a four i>erson 
household by July. The monthly allotment also will be increased in July from 
$108 per month to $112 for a four-person household. However, only two-thirds of 
the program participants will benefit from the action. They will receive about 
$1.10 more per person in mouthly bonuses. The other third will be required by 
the TJSDA to pay $4 more per four-person household, but the bonus payment is 
unchanged. 

The impact of these changes U unknown, but the accompanying chart of the 
rate of change in monthly program participation indicates the program responds 
primarily to expansion, to strikes, unemployment and sharply higher bonus 
payments. 

In Febnmry 1970 the average value of the food stamp bonus was doiibled, and 
in the next six months nearly 3.2 million persons joined the program. In Septem- 
ber, New York City came into the program, and 800.000 new participants were 
added. Through October and November the General Motors strike brought some 
400,000 persons Into the program, and accounted for a third of the total increase. 
Tliey left *the program in December and .January after the strike ended, and 
program growth those months was greatly reduced. 

Unemployment rose from 4.2 percent in January 1970 to 6.6 percent a year 
later. Job losses were esi)ecially severe late in 1970, and the unemployed came 
into the program heavily in February and March of 1971 after imemployment 
com]>ensation ran out. Unemployment has been about 6 percent since that time, 
and .seasonal influences through most of 1971 and 1972 account for many of the 
monthly variations. The coal miners* strike in the fall of 1971 added about 
lOO.OOO persons in November, and they left the program in January after settle- 
ment of the strike. 

Thus far, the new regulations have had little positive impact. In the few states 
which have put them into operation, participation has dropped more often than 
it has grown. 

In fact, participation in April would have declined nationally had not 65 new 
areas been added to the program during March and April. 

These figures, together with the more ominous fact that 18 st^ites are showing 
lower participation figure.s today than a year earlier, point to the probability 
that more improvement will be needed if the food stamp program is to reach 
more people, and live up to its projections for fiscal 107a 



Material Sulwnitted by Other Than Witnesses 



FROM SENATOR WAKREX G. MAGXUSON 

U.S. Sexatk, 
Committee on CoMMnRCE, 
Washington, D.C., June 7, 1972. 

Hon. Charles H. Percy, 

Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, 
U.S. Senate. 

Dear Senator Percy : I am extrenielV concerned reRarding the apparent "freez- 
ing of fnn(K' for the food stami) prognim and I am also concenie<.l about the 
attitude of the Office of Management and Budget regarding tlie Emergency Food 
and Medical Services Program, Oii January 26, 1972, I joine<l with you and forty 
otiier Senators to urge the Administration to continue K.F.M.S. At that time, 
O.M.B. argued tlint funds were not available in the F.Y, 72 O.E.O. budget for 
E.F.M.S, As Chainnan of that Ai)i)roi)riations Subcommittee, I ofl'ered an amend- 
ment to the Seeond Supplemental adding $20 million for E.F.M.S. for F.Y. 72. 
On May 30, 1972. I received a very negative sounding reply from Casper Wein- 
berger, Deputy Director for O.M,B.. to niy earlier letter urging the exi)enditure 
of these funds. Because 42 United States Senators want this program continue<l, 
I feel a duty to ask you to include a coi)y of that letter in your hearing record. 

Regardless of Director ^Yeinberger*s assertion about the adequnoy of existing 
major Fe<leral food programs — Food Stamp and Commodities — 50,000 citizens in 
tlie Seattle/King County area are still relying on Nelglibors in Need, a church- 
sponsored voluntary feeding program, to meet their food needs. We need to keep 
E.F.M.S, alive for emergency .situation.s like tlii.*; not cut it back from $42.4 
million in F.Y. 71 to .$3.5 million in F.Y. 72, and then refu.*;e to spend S20 million 
provided by Congres.*; solely for the liUrpo.se of maintaining this program. I am 
also attaching a news article from the Seattle Times, written by Mr. Ray Rup- 
pert, which details the tragic financial conditions facing "Neighbors in Need'/, 

You have been extremely helpful in the past and I hope you can again urge 
the continuation of this vital program. 
Sincerely, 

Warren G, Magnuson. 



Executive Office of the President, 
Office of Management and Budgct, 

Washington, B.C., May 30, 1972. 

Hon. Wauuen G. Magnuson, 
XLS. Senate, 
Wanhmoton, D,C, 
Dear Senator Magnuson : 

On behalf of George Shultz, I am replying to your letter of May 17, 1972, 
regarding the Emergency Food and Medical Services (BI?^IS) Program. 

Your letter cites the $20 million for the EFMS program which Congress in- 
cluded in the Second Supplemental Appropriations Bill (H:R. 14582), Any an- 
nouncement regarding the utilization of these funds is somewhat premature since 
the President has not yet signed the bilK 

Yon indicate a desire that these funds be expended in areas suffering from 
high rates of unemployment, such as Seattle, I am sure that you are aware that 
this would represent a major reorientation of the current program, which funds 
only migrants and Indians, as well as a major restructuring nf the EF^IS pro- 
gram, as it was constitute<l prior to the President's 1972 budget The previous 
program was intended to conform to the stipulations expressed^ in Section 222 
(a) (5) which authorizes the EE^IS programs "to counteract conditions of star- 
vation or malnutrition among the poor," 
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III requesting a two-year extension of the Economic Opportunity Act, the 
Administration has requested continued statutory authority for the EFMS pro- 
gram. But whetlier KPMS i)rojects, other than for Indians and migrants, sliould 
lH» funded is dependent on whether the major Federal food programs— Food 
Stanii) and commodities— are meeting the criteria si)ecified in the Economic 
Opportunity Act. 

That new KFAIS projects would meet these statutory criteria in areas of high 
unemployment, such as Seattle, is not certain, particularly in \ie\v of the expan- 
sion of the Food Stamp program in Seattle as well as the liberalization of 
benefits as a result of the revised Food Stamp Regulations which John Ehrlich- 
man outlined to you in his letter of Febniary 29, 1972. The revised regulations 
enable increased bonus value.s for lower income recipients, including free stamps 
for the poorest 

In addition since last January, low-income people in the Seattle area have 



, - . , - — approximately 

18.000 iHK)ple are receiving these commodities. This is In addition to the approxi- 
mately 118,000 who were receiving Food Stami>s In March 1972. 

I am sorry tliat I cannot at this time give you specific Information regarding 
the $20 million which Ck)iigre.ss has appropriated for the EFAIS program. After 
the President has acted on the bill, however, I will be happy to discuss with vou 
the rationale for any decision that is reached. 
Sincerely, 

Caspar \V. Weixbergek, 
. Dcimty Director. 

U.S. Senatb, 

Select Committee ox Nutrition and Human Nkeiks, 
The President WaMngton, B.C., January 26, 1072, 

The White House, 
Washington, D.C, 

Dear Mr. President ; We are writing to you once again out of a sense of 
deep concern that narrowly viewed budgetary questions are unwiselv jeopardizing 
our mutual efforts to end hunger in America. Specifically, we understand that 
the Emergency Food and Medical Senices program administered by the Office 
of Economic Opportunity Is being arbitrarily dissolved by the Office of Manage- 
ment and Budget in disregard of clear congressional Intent. 

All that would remain of tJie program would be .^.5 million for grants to 
programs serving Indians and Migrants and even that i^presents a reduction 
of $1.7 million from last year. 

Twice In recent months the Congress indicated its firm intention that tJie 
Emergency Food and Medical Services program be continued and supiwrted 
with adequate financing. We direct your attention both to the Economic Oppor- 
tunity Act, and Uie Supplemental Appropriations Bill for 1972. In the first 
Instance, Congress earmarked $62.5 million for the Drogram, authorizing in- 
creased funding for the present fiscal year over the fi.^1 year past. In the 
second instance, equally strong acUon was taken. Senate Report No. 9*>-r>49 
contains the following: 

«oA^"^f!i"'^'-^'\^^^.^°'"'"^"^® intends and directs that $.'»2,700,000 (including 
$20,000,000 previously enacted) of the appropriation provided be for the Emer- 
gency Food and Medical Services, . . 

Conferees subsequently reduced tJie actual dollar amount in deference to your 
wishes representing total costs for the Office of Economic Opportunity. 

At no point Mr. President did the members of the Congress Indicate a willing- 
ness to see the program dissolved. Our letter to you this morning represents 
an attempt to reiterate in the strongest possible terms our wish to see the 
program continued. 

Mr, President, termination of this program would affect grantees in half this 
nation s counties. Over 3,400 persons— many of them from among the poor- 
are being employed, and they, In turn, provide direct service to nearly three 
to four million other poor Americans, Termination of the program would mean 
even more than a dissolution of the jobs and services. 

Termination of the Emergency Food Program would jeopardize the nutri- 
tional status of a specially vulnerable group: pregnant women, new mothers 
and young infants whose Supplemental Food Programs were being supported 
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in 143 of the approximately 300 areas in wiiicli the pro^jram oiKjrated, in- 
clnding St. Louis, Detroit, Los Angeles, Arkansas, Nortlr Carolina and 
elsewhere ; 

termination would affect exi)erimental group feeding prognims for the 
elderly poor; 

termination would oliniinate research gmnts on subjects particularly 
pertinent to \yoor Americans, .such as the grant to the University of South 
Carolina to study intestinal parasites: 

tennination would mean the end of the only extensive experiment«ntion 
underway in the uses of the nuiss media to provide nutrition education, 
now underway in New Mexico ; 

funds being made available in Massachusetts to transport food com- 
modities to eligible but homebound elderly iK>or — another particularly vul- 
nerable groui) — would no longer be avfiilable ; 

the continuation of research on the^ national school lunch program now 
being supi)orted at Rutgers and North Carolina State Universities would be 
endangeroil ; and 

innovative programs to encourage self-help projects such as a Louisiana 
cooi)erative to raise catfish, would be threatene<l. 
Mr. President, the list could go on and on. In every state there are Emergency 
Food and Medical Sen'ices grants being utilized to alleviate the most pressing 
needs of iwor i)eople. By its supi>ort of innovative and experimental programs, 
demonstrations not possible of supimrt by any other federal agency are under- 
way that affect the oi)eration of all of the federal anti-hunger efforts. Indeed, 
the Emergency Food and Medical Services program has been responsible for 
much of the outreach, transportation, and more effective program administra- 
tion that have enabled the food stamp and commodity distribution program to 
reach more people. 

The money at strike is relatively small. It is a credit to the program that 
it has been use<l in ways that maximize their impact for all the hungry i>oor. 
Recalling your ple<lge to bring an end to hunger in America for all time, it 
is difficult* to imagine that this small sum may thoughtlessly be Shifted from the 
purposes which the Congress has intended. 

We look forward to your prompt resolution of this matter. 
Sincerely, 

Philip A. Hart; Gaylord Nelson; Georoe McGovekn; Warren G. 
Maonuson ; Birch Bayh ; Lloyd Bentsen ; Alan Cranston ; 
Thomas F.,Eaoleton; Charles H. Percy; Marlow W. Cook; 
Clifford P. Case; Charles McC. Mathias, Jr.; Edward W. 
Brooke; Jacob K. Javits; Robert Tapt, Jr.; Mike Gravel; 
Fred R. Harris ; Vance Hartke ; Ernest F. Hollinos ; Hubert H. 
Humphrey; Harold E. Hughes; Henry M. Jackson; Walter F. 
Mondale; Edmund S. Muskie; Wiixiam Prozmire; Abraham 
Ribicoff; Adlai E. Stevenson III; Wiluam B. Spono, Jr.; 
John V. Tunney; Harrison A. Wiluams, Jr.; David H. Gam- 
brell; Jennings Randolph; Quentin N. Bupj)ick; Howard W. 
Cannon; Edward M. Kennedy; Stuart Symington; J. W. 
Fulbright ; Thomas J. McIntyre; Joseph M. Montoya; John O. 
Pastore; Claiborne Pell; Frank Church. 



Gloom Sktti^s Over Neighbors in Need 
(By Ray Ruppert, religion editor) 

Gloom was the prevailing mood in the office of Neighbors in Need disi>elled 
only briefly by an occasional happy note as contributions trickled in. 

Mrs. Peggy Maze, director of the volunteer food-bank effort, summed up 
Friday : "I don't know how much longer we can go on.'* 

The once robust ecumenical program which is still providing food for about 
48,000 persons a month in the Seattle area api)eared to be suffering a terminal 
illness in which the only hoi)e for recovery is a miracle. 

"We're just going on day to day," Mrs. Maze said. "Tlie future still depends 
upon the community and on whether the iMJOple ai^ willing to assume respon- 
sibility for the i)eople we are trying to help." 
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Xeighbors in Nood Imd "possibly two \vock« supply left'' of fowl in its wni-o- 
liouse nt Pier 91, according to Keimetli IJaxter who is in charge of warehousing 
for tlie program. 

Mrs. Maze said that after bills were paid Friday. Xeighl)ors in Noetl had a 
bank balance of about S7.500. Because of a sharply reduced distribution, the 
money could provide food for anotlier two weeks at most. 

The warehouse, .serving 20 food banks in the Seattle area, has been expending 
$7,000 to J?S.00O a week to get food at wholesale or less. Baxter .said spending wa.s 
cut back to $5.000 1a.st week and will be down to $3,000 this we<>k. 

Some of tlie food banks in tlie ^-bank system are able to supply their own 
needs, particularly in the suburbs. 

Because of the cutback in supplies, some people Imve been tunie<l away, in- 
cluding 20 families turned away at the Capitol Hill food bank on Wednesday. 
Mrs. Maze said. 

Baxter said he was concerned becau.se "tension is building up" in some area.s 
as a result of foo<l.bank cutJ)acks. He commented .^'Frankly. I*m very much 
conceme<l about the outcome in the nex*t few weeks if we Jiave to cut down 
further." 

A Skid Road foo<l bank which has been serving 200 to 2.''i0 i>ersons a day will 
be close<l Tlmrsday. Mrs. Maze said. Funds from an emergency city Skid Uoad 
program which have paid the rent have now been exhau.sted. 

"There's no way Neighbors in Need can pay $100 a month rent," Mrs. Maze said. 

There were p few bright spots. 

An unoffiMal club of 40 eighth -and ninth-grade girls at Kckstein Junior High 
School conb-ibuted $260, the proceeds from a walkathon to benefit Neighbors in 
Ne€<l. 

T\vo University of Washington students. Roger Parr and Bob Raphael, an- 
nounced plans for a basketJ)all marathon at the Lakeside Middle School on Jime 
10 to raise funds for the food banks. 

George T. Setters and Raymond A. Weston who will retire on Friday as 
electrical engineers for the Seattle District, Corps of Engineers, have a.sked that 
money \ye given to Xeighbors in Nee<l in lieu of fa re wall gifts. 

The program has been existing for a month and a half on the mammoth nation- 
wide, food collection of the International ^Vs.sociation of Machinists in cooperation 
with United Air Unes, Mr.s. Maze said. 



FooD-PuND Decision Likely in Two Weeks 

The Nixon administration is expected to decide within two weeks whether to 
spend a special $20 million fund for emergency feeding programs which could 
bail out Uie troubled Seattle-area Neighbors in Need food banks. 

Tlie $20 million amendrent to the Second Supplementary Appropriations Act. 
offered by Senator Warren G. Magnuson (D.-Wash.). was sustained last week 
by both tiie Hou.se and Senate. 

I^Iagnason said yesterday the purpose of his amendment was to provide the 
Office of Economic Opportunity with funds for emergency feeding programs in 
areas of high unemployment throughout the country. 

O. E. O. officials have indicated to him» Magnuson said, tlmt they are develop- 
ing a plan which would include funds for the hungry In the Seattle area. 

Tlie senator said O. E. O. has been "extremely impressed" with the volunteer 
structure of Neighbors in Need and is hopeful of using the Seattle program for 
research in developing programs to be used elsew»here in the country where simi- 
lar circumstances exist 

However, any plan developed by O. E. O. must be cleared through the Office 
of Management and Budget. This has been a stumbling block in previous attempts 
to free federal fimds for special hunger programs. 

Senator Magnuson said he has written "a very strong letter" to George Schultz. 
director of the Office of Afanagement and Budget, ur^ng that the Nixon admin- 
istration allow the expenditure of the fimds. 

If O. B. O. is allowed to u.se Uie $20 million, Magnuson said, it is probable Uie 
federal poverty agency will fund Neighbors in Need directly. 
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Week's Contributions to Food Bank Total $3,662 

Contributions to Neiglibors in Need totaled $3,662 last week as the volunteer, 
ecumenical program to feed Seattle-area's, ^'ingry families completed its 18th 
month. 

One giver told Neighbors in Need workers in a letter with a $50 check: "We 
have heard that contributions have been quite low recently. Please don't be too 
discouraged. There still are some concerned people behind you." 

Anotiier contributor wrote : *'Almost a year ago we went to a food bank for 
food. We were warmly greeted by tlie i)eople there. 

"Now we are in better financial condition. We'd like to express our thanks 
with a donation to help others.*' 

Contributions can be sent to Neighbors in Need, 314 Fairview Ave. N., Seattle, 
Wash. Contributions are tax deductible. The Seattle Times will publish the names 
of contributors, except for those who ask that their gifts remain anonymous. 



INDIVIDUALS 



Mabel Harper 
.T. Henry 

Mr. and Mrs. B. Perkins 
Mr. and Mrs. It R. Jones 
Mr. and Mrs. R. Lawson 
.Tames McCaulley 
Christy UUeland 
Mr. and Mrs. G. Olsborg 
Mrs. Helen Vanghan 
Mr. and Mrs. S. Varon 
L. C. Stiinton 

Air. and Mrs. W. Washburn 

Mr. and Mrs. P. Matteo 

I>r. and Mns-. D. Kaniinsky 

Mr. and Mrs. K. Tobias on 

Mr. and Mrs. U. McCoUnm 

Hi!iK C. Yue 

Heli*n Crowthors 

Uns.sell Aldrieh 

Retty I^ee Jackson 

Mr. and Mrs. G. Corcoran 

Virginia Jeffries 

Mr. and :dr.s. M. W. Kirkwood 

Mr. and Mrs. J. Gregory 

Mr. and Mrs. J. Lindsey 

Mr. and Mrs. J. L. Coleman 

Mr. and Mrs. A. Dittrick 

Diana Willis 

Paige Stockley 

Mrs. Beaulah Dittloff 

Mrs. Pauline McMonagle 

James SalUs 

Clifton Kirk 

Mr. and Mrs. Carl Cox 

Mr. and Mrs. Phil McEachern 

Mr. and Mrs. H. Funk 

Mr. and Mrs. Carl Weber 

L. W. Edwards 

Mr. and Mrs. W. Rodger8,3rd 

Mr. and Mrs. Maurice Sutton 

Mr. and Mrs. Stuart Scheingold 

Dorothy Young 

Mr. and Mrs. L. Slaton 

^ir. and Mrs. H. R. Oldfield 

Mr. and Mrs. G. Glass 

Werner Lenggenhager 

Mr. and Mrs. David Beste 

Osvaldo Marrero 

Dr. and Mrs. Toro Sasal 

Mr. and Mrs, James Nelson 

Mr. and Mrr^. Charles Towne 

Borghilde Olson 



Eniie Englander 

Mr. and Mrs. Forrest Coffey 

Mr. and Mrs. Lloyd Johnson 

cVlice Ayers 

Mr. and Mrs. Bill Bell 

Mr. a!Kl Mrs. H. Clair Smith 

Elizabeth Mitchell 

Helen Lovgren 

Mr. and Mrs. Edmund Nilsen 

Mr. and Mrs. James Donovan 

Mr. and Mrs. Donald Myers 

Mr. and Mrs. Ehncr Bolten 

Marilyn Jorgenson 

.Mr. and Mrs. Edward May 

Robert Thaboll 

Judith FLsher 

Mr. and Mr.s. Blattner 

Phyllis Walmsley 

Ilaisel Luba.sh 

Mr. and Mrs. Burton C. Waldo 
Mr. and Mrs. John Broadfoot 
Elaine Tarone 
Raymond T. Flory 
Mr. and Mrs. David Allison 
Mr. and Mrs. Robert J. Cutter 
Mr. and Mrs. Sumi Fukel 
Grace Jamison 

Mr. and Mrs. Robert Campbell 
Mr. and Mrs. Malcolm Gorham 
Helen Limbert 
George Bilo 

Mr. and Mrs. Richard Meyer 

Dr. and Mrs. Donald Keith 

Mrs. Dorothy Blair 

Mrs. Robert Dexter 

Mr. and Mrs. Harold Scott 

Donn B. Fountain 

Lillian Squier 

Mrs. D. N. Hendricks 

Mr. and Mrs. Thomas Phelan 

Henry Ahlers 

Mr. and Mrs. John Herold 

Anne Bauley 

Gladys Lumbom 

Helen R. Distad 

Mr. and Mrs. Richard Jones 

Diann M. Bi.idley 

In memory of : 

Dr. Ken Malan 

Virgil T. Kelley 

Olive Waehtsmith 
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CHURCHES 

First Covenant Beacon Hill Presbyterian 

Pro.si)ect Women's Fellowship Gethsemane Lutheran 

Queen Anne United Presbyterian Queen Anne Ecumenical Parish 

ORGANIZATIONS AND BUSINESSES 



Skid Road Community Council 
Ov'erlake Services League 
Beta Sigma Phi, Gannua Beta 
Wasliington State Homo Economics 
Association 



Airline Employees, District 141 
Evergreen Washelli Memorial Park 
South Snohomish Xeiglibors in Xoed 
Boeing Propulslon-Xoise Jjah 
Alpha Delta Kapim, Issaquah 



COMMENTS FROM MONTANA, MICHIGAN, AND KENTUCKY ON THE 
EFFECT OF NEW FOOD STAMP REGULATION 



From Montana 

House of Rkpresentatxves. 
WaMiiffton, D.C. June 7573. 

Hon. Geohgk McGovehn, 

Chaintiau, Select Cothi^iittec on Nutrition and Human NeaUt V,S, Senate, 
Washington, B.C. 

Dkau Mr. Chairman : I understand that hearings are being held on USDA*s 
policy of inel tiding cerhiiu tyi)es of income in calculating Food Stamp benefits 
for recipients. 

I appreciate the opiwrtnnity to submit information alnnit tlie efTccts* this regii" 
lation is having on Foo<l Stamp prrticipants in Montana. Kudosed an^: 1) a 
l)etitiou signed by jwrtici pants in the WIN prognim in Hillings, 2) a report by 
the State OEO director regarding tl « oi>eration of the Food Stjirnp program in 
Montana, and ;}) a letter from the Silver How County lA*gaI Services oflice con* 
cerning winter housing allowances and Food Stamps. 

It is inconceivable to nie that allowances provided for s|)ecific puri>0J*<**5 such 
as transportation, day care, and winter housing are regarded as incoaie in caU 
cuhiting Fo(Ml Stamp benefits. These allowances, which do not increase tlio 
amount of incoa.e available for Food Stamps, are meant to be inwntives to 
assist i)ersons In climbing out of iwverty. To penalize them by cutting back on 
Food Stamps works against the intent of Congress in providing incentives in the 
first place. For this reason, I strongly urge that l'SI>A be directed to rescind 
this regulation. 

Kindest personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

.John Meixjhkr. 

Enclosures. 

Rxluncs. Mont., April 2o. 1972. 

Congressman John Mklcher, 
Jfoune of Representatives, 
Lonfjicorth HuiUHng, 
Washington^ 1),C, 

Dkar CoNGitEssMAN MEi.cinut: We are enrolled in the Work Incentive Program 
in Hillings. Montaim. 

While attending school we are given $25 from the Welfare Department and 
from the Employment Service. This money is supitosed to help us go to school 
and give us an incentive to go. 

However, when we purchase food stamps the price is raised; so we are not re* 
ceiving the full amount of the incentive. 

Another problem is the winter allowance to help pay for higher utilities and 
additional winter clothes. 

In Montaiai. all Welfare recipients receive ^flO for the first ixjrson in the family 
plus an additional .$5 for each member. Then again the food stamp price goes 
up. 

Can something be done to help as? 
Thank you for your co-oi)eration. 
Sincerely, 

Linda Baugus, 
{And^O others). 
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May 17. 1972. 

To : Tlic Governor's Office 

Moiitniurs Con^rrossional Dolcgjition 

I>t»lKirtjncntof Social and neliiibllllutive Serxiws 

UnitiHl States DeiKirtinent of Agrieulture 

Montana State I/nv-IncoMie Orpuilaitlon 

Montana Uniteil Indian Association. 
From: Dan Xcwnian. SKOO Director (Governor's representative to the Pood 

Stamp Hearing; held in nniirms. ApHl 11 and 12. 1072). 
Sul>jm : Statewlfle Food Stnnip Hearing. 

WImt follows Is a breakdown of eaeli is.sue with an Indication of where the 
chanici*}^ must take place, rec*ominendations for action, and a jndpnent on the 
diamvs for change In the immediate future. These jud;nuent» are my own nnd 
as thin^rs develop we may want to dlscu.si; these Issues with other major resoun-e 
|H>nw>5wa. 

Seeded Change ^1: Dxtcitd huurn ittamps arc «oW 

As 1 understand the current situation some counties have batiks MdUnpr food 
stamps and others have the welfare departnientR dolnj; It. Both have very 
limited hours. The hanks arc (I am sure) reimbursed for each tnuisnctlon 
(sjile). The reimbursements run (In other states) betwwn $..50 and $1.25 iM»r 
tnuisaction. 

Whefi the new stamp reticulations arc fully implemented welfare recipients 
will be able to elect a nmll out system which will aHow them to avoid these 
(llflk-ulties. They will simply slfni for the stumps, tlie co.<<t will he de<luetetl 
from their check and the stamps wIU be sent by mail. 

AltlKmi^Ii not required in the new stamp program a slmUnr promm has lK>en 
Introdnml In Arizona for nou»welfare recipients. The IH*A sends <ait an ATI* 
(Authorlziitlon to Purchase) card, the food stamp participant n'tnms It with 
a money order In the amount of the purchase priee» and the PPA sends the 
ffKNl stamps. 

Tlie problems In this system Include time-process los.s» purchase of money order, 
and stamp lo.«;s hy theft. 

Anotlier option which Is rcvomwoudcd here !•< that the state broaden Its base 
of issulni; agencies to include criMlIt unions. CAAV. bm* Income or;;anl'/:itlons. 
etc. Tlie county cotdd then coutract with these orwinlzatlous to sell f«xxl Ktanip*5 
and they would c(Ui.se<|uently receive the relmbur.«euient cost. A number of such 
protjrams »re oiHjratInK In the stat<» of California and rtaudn oih-m .s-ome eve* 
nlnsfi and Saturday. We recommend the broadeninc of the eligible i;rou]>s with 
active assistance of the State Welfare Dept. The SBOO v 111 actively assist such 
{groups throu};h the use of their economic development atatt. 

yccd Change #5; Cash for change Ic$8 than 504 
The problem of not heluR able to purchase Items such as toilet iKiper and soap 
; with food stamps Is one which orlprfnates at the con^re.HsItmal level. The only 

• t^KssIble Utrttj term avenue for chanjce would he through a change In tiie law 

* Itself (Senate and House of Representatives). It Is this writer's opinion that 
immediate effort .s In that direction would be a misuse of enencles. 

f Keedcd Change #3: Cash for change 7m than 50^ 

i The artniments which came out In favor of tJds action were formidable. Tlu'se 

Included the fact that receipts for change less than 50^ forced the reuse of that 

♦ KTOcery store and the fact that people put cash into the purchase of stamps. 
^ There Is. jf course, precedent for this system. The change Is one of i>olIcy and 
V may l)e l>rouffht about nt any time by the Secretary of Aflrlculture. (State and 

lo<al departmenti? have no control.) 
* The only reason jdven for the current system was that when USD A roqueste<l 

Input a majority of responses were against change for less than 50^. Unfortu- 
- nately none of the |)oor i)eople at the hearlnj^ received the recjucst which was 

published In the Federal Rej?i8ter. 
Recommendation #/. — ^That representatives from the hearlnjjs join the dele- 
. Rations In the Senate and House to enjoin the Secretary of Afcrleulture to re- 

; eelve all the requests from Citizens of Montana In re^rard to this matter and 

reconsider the current i)olicy. 
{ Recommendation #2. — ^That the state co-ordlnatlnp: committee (for Hill Countv, 

\ MSLIO and MUIA) consider at Its next regular meeting a mechanism by which 

ERIC 
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entries Into the Federal Register which relate to food programs and tioor ihkh 
pie IKJ coniimmlczited and resinmse given. (Further explanation under cluinge 

yiCilcd Chatiffc -.J; ShtwUfV apvUcntion and make ccrti/fcaUon vffcvtivv longer 
than ouc month 

This Ik rc»allv a two part recommendation and lioth parts n»7«' fu>^>"*r c|ari- 
rtcatlon for action. Tlie simpllficsitlon of tlie application Is prohaldy a tSDA— 
Federal level problem. Some simpllllcatlou should take pluec with the dnipplnj? 
of therelatednessre<|nlrement . ^, > . 

Thoseeond part dwiling with one month ci^rtlHaitlon must he a hnnil pnddem. 
The fedenil and state roK'uhitlons allow for as lonj: as a six month eertlllcjitlon 
with the participant n^siMUislhle to n»iM)rt any ehances In Inrome. The only 
eases where one month eertlHeatlon Is uswl Is when Income Is rapidly rhanglng. 

ncannmcndution ^/.— MSI.IO gjiln more s|hh:IIIc data on where this Is n proln 
Icm and the S5tate Welfare Dept. take action to resolve the dllfieultles. 
XrrdcJ Chitngv ttrr. Total food xtantji aUotmcnt raixvd-^incrcanvd coxf prrnUdcd 
hif Federal Ourcnmcnt 

Thisehanjre will have to come at the f<*<leml level, Several res|Hinses hy the 
I'SDA at the hearings were wholly Inadwpiate. The <2overnor\s oHhv pn^sentwl 
the following at the hearing: t)Sl>A*s repres<*ntatlve said durhig the hearing 
that If Congress would appropriate more money oitd there was a nml the «l!ot- 
went would go up. USDA's own studies Indicate a udnlnnnn nei^d far u family, 
of tuwr of $ia7.riO plus VuVt^ foml e«>st lncreasc^$H:i.(H). Congress Ims <-ouslst<Mitly 
npproprlaled TSDA as much or more money than they Unu* miuested for the 
program. „ , , , ^, 

The further testlmonv hv I'SDA that the studies were not avallalde when the 
stamp allotments weni'set Is eontradlelwl hy U.SDA's action on the nllotment 
snhsefpient to the herirlngs. Tlie nllotment for a family of four was nilswl hy 
only four dollars to $n2.<H). Kven this, heeausi* of pandlel ralsi* In eost was of 
no 'henelit to those* with an Income higher than $270.0(> |K*r month. 

Our H'conuaendation at the hearing was that n»presentatlves Ik* sent to the 
npprfjprlatlons hearings In Washington, D.C This was done. Our rcH-ommenda- 
tlon now Is tluit a liaison he set up In^tween Washington Senate ollkc»s and the 
MSLIO-Ml'I.V-Hlll County eo-ordlnating eonunltt<H» whirh would assurt* that 
representatives of low IniHinie |H»ople In Mt»ntau;i he heard at all futun» puhlle 
hearings relate<l to foo<l Issues In Washington, D.C. 

It shiadd Ik* notwl that several suits hy Uon Pollack (Center for Social Wel- 
fare rolley and I^iw) are pending which may positively eflfeet this need. 
Seeded Change ^6: Only income recognital an a standard for elUjihilitv and con- 
gfdidated homcholdn restored to the program 

The eonsolldatwl lioui^eholds which were eliminated from the program by the 
**relate<lness** renin Irement should now l»e restoreil to the pr<»gram. This Is a re- 
c«ent change. Addlthamlly the legjillty of the reijuln»ment for nonlneluslon on 
the jMireufs previous Incoaie tax return Is being challenged In the e<uirts. 

Other n»nulrenients are In some way part of the law and will have to be 
changed In the future. 

Seeded Change #7; \York requirement provision rc'teritten 

While this Is a recognized problem In the law Itself It Is generally agn'ed that 
the rt»gulatlon Is not an area for much lll)erallzatlon. We can not lnuiestly recoui- 
mend any action on this area prior to the next review In Congress. 

Seeded Change #8; ReaUntic income standard provided to guide eligibility 
determimtion 

This change would have to come at the USDA level. A broad base of sup|)ort 
will l>e ueedwl to get USDA to lie Inclined In this direction. Tlie need Is closely 
ndntwl to #5 and the recommendation under that numl>er could have an effect 
here also. 

Seeded Change #5: Elderly ami disabled able to purchase meals in group settings 
or in restaurants icith food stamps 
It Is haflllug to nmny who have si)ent time In this Held as to why this Is not 
currentiv allo\ve<l. Elderly and disabled citizens can purchase prepared food on 
au individual ("Meals On Wheels**) basis but not In groups or In a restaurant. 
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\Vc svrdiiiiiiciHl n letter of tiiqulry )h> ni^nt to USDA niul roiito<l tlironcli tlie 
seimtiirs* (tfllti^s ns n licidimtnj; iKitiit nnil ttmt wtmtevor tlic rcnsoim tlits matter 
Ih* fflveii e<msl(lonittoii tlie fcMMl stamii l>tll comes up for rpvk*w (future). 

XcaM Chanffc Hmcrgcnc\t hsuancc of food ntnmpn 

Wlillo tliort* Ik iio curriMit fwlcnil prfismm f«ir ouuTitency (fwH») t<HHl stm\\w. 
most |K*o|ilc who \v(MiI(l hi* In uotnl of omerRoney j?tam|>s are In the vorj* low Income 
«itc;?or.v at the tlm<* of neetl. Therefore the cost of the Rtam|>« would Ik* minimal 
or notMnt:. Why then cannot i%*neral ementency assistance money (state) Ih* 
usihI as the purchase price forfoml stamps. \Vc recommend that the State Welfare 
Department pursue any neiHled iM)IIcy changes to direct such a chamre. 

X ceded Chartffc #//.* oo'i ntamp part id pan tn develop rcifulatioHJt and procedures 
to guide the operation of the program 
\\V havf already rwommemle<l a prtK-whire review (see #5) which would 
Involve partlt lpauts In the development of the f«MMl stamp Iaw8. In addition 
we n^conuuend that each fooil stamp projniim (local) have a Policy Advisory 
(*4mmiItt(H» which would develop a d<H»p understnndlni; of the pro);ram. know 
what kinds of d(K*IsIons are iKrIni; made at what level (local, state. fiHleral) and 
have Input In that di'dsUm nuiklnj;. We furth<*r re<*ommend that the State 
WVIfare Dept. lead In the ei^tahllshmentof .such commlttcei;. 

Xccdrd Change f^ocat organizatUmn pnwUlc outreach and the poor paid to 
dothiMjob 

While rsn.V hai« nni relnfonnHl the priority of outrenrli with money to pay 
for this service we assume that the sup|K)rt will tK» aval hi hie In the future. Our 
un<lerstandlnc Is that the state Is already worklni; with low Income or);anlzatlons 
to fulfill this recommendat }n. 

X ceded Change Winter aUotranec diitaUoteed an income toxeardt the pur* 
chane in food Mtamp cost 
We nH*ommeud tlmt the State Department «»f Welfare arhltrarlly proclaim 
tlwM* as ex<H%<s shelter ex|M*nse and therefore not include them ns Income. We 
reco^mlsM^ the f;ray area of such a decision hut feel it is a valid approach. 



Siu*f3: Bow CouNTV hvAiAt SKnvicKs Ofkick, 
Butte. Mont., Mag 4» 

Mr. John Mku^iikk, 
JfauMc Office Huilding, 
Wanhington. D.C. 

VftAit IU:fitKKKNT.\TivE MKfx^imc Recent hearing before the State Welfare 
Department Indicate that tJie K(mmI .Stamp rctcniatlons an* dlscrindnntorj* under 
the rf;:uhitlons lssue<l Fehniary 1. 1972. Ri'^ilatlon Xo. 271.:^ nee<*ssl twites in* 
eltidln^r In Income, welfare and employment senlce lieneflts intende<l to cover 
some of the e<i«rses of sch(M)|InK for mothers under the WIN pniKnini. Under 
tlmt same n'^culatlon the Inome for scholarship educiitlonal exi^ensi's are de<luet> 
e<l. However* the monies provfde<l for e<lncatIoiml ex|>enseft In the pn>Kram are 
not deducted. Thus, the regulations are discriminatory In provldlni; these 
deductions for college people and not for people who are being Tocatlon* 
ally trained. I•^Irtller than tlmt, since tliese monies are c^iusldere<l Inonie. the 
lionnses which are cancelknl out on P<km1 Stamps result In the Incentive Intended 
In the WIN* proi:ram U^In^ taken out by the hlfcher KcmkI Stamp costs. If the 
work Incentive programs are to succeed for working mothers, then these pro- 
visions must l>e rec<mclled so that there Is an actual Incentive. 

IMease eonlnet the Secretary of Agriculture concerning these regulations and 
feel free to contact us If we can supply more information. 

Tlmnk you for your cooperation. 
Vety truly yours, 

James Doik Jon.Nsow 

Staff Attorney, 
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UNtfKJ) MiGMNTii ton OrPOnTUNITY, INCm 

Jfonfil PkaianU UicK. June 2$. 1072. 

Xam v Amidkt. 
Mrrt rommittrrfm Xttirilifni mnJ Uumatt y-:r(h, 
U.S. Scnntc, Washington, D.C. 

Dear Md. AMtuct: At rcaucistcd, I bcrewiUi proTld« some InformtUon on 
the i^tCiHit of the now food stnnip net in Michlimn. 

AlthcniKh I do not yet Iwvo the statl«llcal breakdown from the I>oi«irtmcnr, 
In mnm of tho ortiiitlos which have Implemcntwl tiio now proj;mm as hlRh 
ns TA}% (»f the V.\. c;ise )o:id Ims dlsctrntimtcd thoir iKirtldpntlon In tlic food 
stninii iirojrr.ini. I will for%vnpJS itje exact figures as tliey Injconie avallalde, 
rence nnd Justice, 

RicnARt) M. Skutt, 
Dlrt-ctor. Migrant Leg<ilA$$iitunce Project. 



AIth<»nxh the new KikkI Stamp I»rn;:mni jrlves a facial ap|K»rtrancc of provldlnu 
an Inm»ns4» ^n heneli ts nnd wrxMces to |wrtlcl|Kints In the Ko<hI Stamp rroffram. It 
hns lK»c<«ne an administrative nit'htmnre greatly Increasing the cost of delivery of 
j^»rvletv nnd pincin;: mirierons extra hnrdens ui»on the applicant howsohold. Tlie 
re^rulatlons Is^jmil by the IJnItwl Stnt(»?« IK*|>iirtment of A;rrleiiltnre have cn'ateil 
an nnworksilile prmt^thire which for the most part works to the detriment of the 
|(iw ltaH»nie honsidmld. 

We have nl tempt e<l to outline wmie of the major prop^m changes which are 
nwssary to the ojK»rjitlon of the pro;rniin within the consresslomil |Kdlcy oC 
provldlnir n nutrltloimlly nde<pmte diet to low Income famllh*^. As you will note, 
our criticisms nre made to two levels: (1) administrative hunlens, which In- 
rre!is4» the cH»st to the |Mdltleal unit which o|K»nite?; the proimini and decreast»s the 
fenslhlllty of lielnir aide to continue to o|K»rate n prosnim (»n already straliiecl 
hud;;ets: nnd. (2) rinrlplent Imrdens. which m:ikei»artlclpatlon In the K(to<S Stamp 
rro;;nim hy ell;rllde hous4*holds less likely U^cause of the Incrensi'd cost Interims 
of time, money nnd |(»ss of dlpilt.v. 

AI*|*UeATION I*I10CW>U«K 

P.A, HftuKchftUfn: Under the proce<lure which was In effect In Michigan, P.A. 
htmseholds were certille<l u|Hin the hnsis of family slxe. Thus, the caseworker 
has only to lUI out n fortn Indicating tmme. address. houselKdd siste. and nice and 
forewnrd that to the K*hkI t^tamp division whert» the rt*clplent was automatically 
lnchide<l In the program. Under the new program, tlie iiiseworker and client have 
to c<miplete a fonr page attldiivit nnd numennis other fonns to determine the 
purchase price of the re(*iplent iKotsehold. All of the lufommtlou Included Iti the 
nindnvlt Is currently lnclude<l In the pnhllc asslstani^e tile nnd the nflhbvit d(»eH 
little more than Incnnis4^ the hurden of C'siseworkers who are already ''pushing; 
S4I natch paiM^r" that tiu\v are atmhle to devote any time to referral and other 
cllettt prohlems. 

In a (hi It Ion to the aOidavIt fona the caseworker Is re<iulreil to nmkc a com- 
pletely s4*iKmite ellgihillty determltmtlon for fiNKl stami^s fnuu timt of the puhllc 
assistance program. The Items which are Included, excluded nnd deducted from 
liK^otae vary grt*atly from th »^e under cat<»gorical programs. Thus, the county de- 
partments have Imd to i»rovlde extensive traltdng lu income determination and 
Incrtnise staff slzi» !o accotmaodate the lnereast» In iKiiier work. 

XotuAKHhiaHce I!ouMchold»: In the i»ast a fairly simple forta was used to de- 
termine ellgllilllty and lairclmsi' price. Currently, the reclident must fill out a 
six i^^.ge appIU-atlon. which must lie gone over by Mie certification worker and 
then a deteruilnatlon aUait work and tax dei)endency must be made. If there are 
(pu'stlons aUiwt either one, more foruis must be etunpleted, and either referred to 
MKSO or to the hoascdiold which claime<l the apidlcunt as a dei)endent. 

As an exanude of the lncrease<l Imrdeu U|ion biith the certification worker and 
the recipient household, let us cite wliat luis occurred In the certification of mi- 
gnuit farm workers in Berrien and Van linren Counties. On Thursday June 8, 
1072 with <«ertificatlou workers working witli migrant applicants, only 25 
houseliolds had iK'cn <*ertifi(Hl U'tWiH^n tlie hours of 8:00 a.m. and 12:00 i).m. Slm- 
ilnrly* In IU*rrlen County with 5 workers wrtlfying uilgrants, oidy 33 househohls 
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were certified Iietween the hours? of 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. While the process 
will be s'|)ee(Ie<l up as the workers become more fiimiliar with the forms (or i>o.<- 
sibly less thorough) it appears that the eertifiaitiou process will continue to be 
tedious. 

The result is that Emergency Food and Me<lical Services monies Intended 
primarily to aid low income migrant families to purchase food stamps are being 
utilized to supplant the food .stamp program as the length of time for certifica- 
tion takes the farmworker away from his job for too long and the wait negates 
much of the benefit of si)eedy certifiaition previously enjoyed in Michigan. On 
the Thursday night mentionetl above the UMOI office dispensing emergency food 
was recpiired to remain open until well iieyoud 2:00 a.m. t^) assist mignint fam- 
ilies who were unable to obtain stami)S. 

Since that time new procedures have been implemented in both ofllces with 
the following results. 

Van Bureu County has adopted an appointment system. With five certific:itioa 
workers they are able to certify families a day plus 5 cmergencit»s { deter- 
mined by the ofllce su|>ervisor). There is a three day lag between application 
and interview, as of 1 :45 p.m. On Friday June 23, 1072 there were 61 apiwint- 
nients for Monday, 66 for Tuesday and 32 for Wednesday. 

In Berrien County no rw.-erlifica lions were l^eing taken. Thus the 7 day lag 
between applimtions and interview had been cut to one day. However, rccerti- 
fication begins .July 1 and a three to four day lag c:in be expected at that time. 

Ill lK»th Coil n ties the ofl[iciaI imlicy was and is to refer clients to the Emer- 
gency Food and Medical Services Program for interim feeding. 

PURCHASE REQUIREMENTS 

As the chart below indicates, all public assistance households in Michigan will 
suffer from the new program because of the procedural change in the determina- 
tion of purchase price : 

EFFECT OF NEW REGULATIONS ON PA HOUSEHOLDS 





Total 










Stan*ps 




Family siie 


income 


Adjusted 




Net income 


Pay 


free 


Total 


! 


184 


67 


Mew 


117 


20 


n 


32 




Present program 




16 


!2 


?8 


2 .>... 


216 


59 


New 


157* 


36 


2i 










31 


2S 


56 


3 


26S 


47 


New 


218 


58 


3rt 


83 








4": 


39 


8t 




316 


38 


New 


278 


7; 


34 


103 








Present program 




60 


46 


106 




364 


22 


New 


342 


90 


38 


128 












73 


53 




6 


414 


10 


New 


404 


104 
83 


44 


148 








56 


1^4 


7 


460 . 




New 


460 


118 


'6 


164 










55 


66 


162 


S 


507 








122 


58 


180 












106 


74 


180 


9....,.....:.:.. 


554' 




New 


554 


130 


66 


196 












110 


85 


196 


10 ...». 


601 






601 


138 


74 


2\Z 










115 


97 


212 



Moreover, smaller households have not received a corresponding increase in 
total allotment as have the larger households, which are non-public assistance. 
As the regulations were originally propose<l, the smaller households would have 
had the maximum income levels reduced from $210 and $250 to $1T0 and $222 
for a one and two person household resi>ectively. However, a iwlicy change has 
allowed the smaller households in Michigan and other .st-ates which had higher 
income levels prior to July 31, 1971 to retain their old purchase levels. As stated 
above though these households, which studies have shown require a gre;Uer e^- 
penditure of funds for food, have not been incre:ised in regard to maximum pur- 
chase levels as liave the larger households. 

This creates a great problem for the age<l and infirm who more frequently 
live in the smaller liottsehold units and who will more often skimp on food stufTs 



to he nl»le to oxi)en(l funds on otiier items. Thus making them one of tlie most 
nntrition:illy deprived classes of people in tlie United States. It is imiwrtnnt that 
the eonpon levels for these smaller h«mseholds be changed to rcliect the actual 
cost figures for the smaller households. 

INCOME DETEBMINATIOX 

This is>n:ince of free coupons under the Act could lH»nefit many families, par- 
ticularly migrant familii^ who have not had work during the preceding months, 
however, the verilication ami documentation rwpiired by USDA makes it prac- 
tically imi>o:jsililo to is«ue free couiwns. Particularly when the localities ad- 
ministering the program are reiiuire<l to anticipate income. All is well and fine 
with projecting income when a family is working at an hourly rate and carrying 
o\er from a previous month, so that a reasonable estimate can l»e made. In tlie 
ca.se of a migrant who works on a piece rate basis, depending upon the weather, 
ami who has not worked during the winter months, this system proves highly 
inequitable. 

First, the fmnilv has no funds with which to purchase the initial outlay of 
stamps, and is thus forcetl to rely ou EPMS or Direct Relief, if available, for the 
purchase. J5econd, there is no certainty that the worker will actually worij the 
hours projected, or eani the money anticipated. Third, as the household usually 
picks together, there is no way to cn elude the income of students. Fourth, the 
niignint, h(»c:iuse of his transitory nature is unable to take advantage of the 
hearing process and recoup the overcharge. 

VEBIFICATIOX 

In the case of tne mignnit farmworker and often in the case of other newly 
arrive<l residents it is almost iiui>ossil»le to contact n collateral source which 
.sati.sties the requirements of USD A. In many cases there is no person who can 
supply the needed information and in the case of farmworkers growers are often 
uneooi»erative or are not in a position to accurately provide the needed informa- 
tion which USDA requires. 

OUTREACH 

Under the regulations of July 20. 1071 each State Agency participating in tlie 
Food Stamp Program is rcfpiired to .submit an outreach plan, and to use its own 
personnel, as well as that of federally funded programs to inform low income 
liou.sehold.s, with due regard to ethnic groni)S, of the availability and benefits of 
the Program and encourage the partieipatirm of eligible households [7CFR 271.1 
<K)1. In order to insure that states would comply with that requirement, pro- 
vision was made for G2i^ i>ercent of the outreach cost to be borne by tlie De- 
partment. [7CFR271.2 (a) (2)]. 

However, the Department has refa*«ed to allocate any funds for outreach. In 
fact, at a meeting of the Migrant EFMS grantees in Washington, D.G. during the 
week of March 20. 1072, the department representative. Mr. Galvin stated flatly 
that no USD A funds would he u.sed for outreach. The pr unary reason given wa.s 
that the Department had over extendctl its budget and could not afford to support 
outreach activities. 

Now we read that the Department is returning over $400,000,000 to the Treas- 
ury in unexpended funds. From experience we can see that as high as 50% of 
the P..\. case load had discontinued participation; that no outreach materials 
are available in Spanish in Michigan; that no efforts are Iwing made to edu- 
cate the potential recipient community of its right to federal food benefit.s. 

Without creating clarifications of the new regulations and shortening some of 
the procedures, and In some cases allowing county discretion lo waive veri- 
fication the program is unworkable. For exami)le the length of the P.A. affi- 
davit is totally unneces.<«iry. A statement certifying the information if the P.A. 
file is accurate wonld suffice. Likewise much of the information of the non- 
assLstanee application could be combined and the form simplified, both to cut 
down on time and to make the application readable and understandable to the 
low income applicant. 

To have a far reaching effect ITSDA should change eligibiUty and income de- 
termination levels to more nearly reflect the net income figi«r^s in Categorical 
As.sistance Programs. Money must be expended on outreach and USDA money 
should he freed up to aid in the cutting of administrative costs which have al- 
ready caused many counties to balk. In fact in Michigan the County Boards have 
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voted to witlulraw from the new Food Stamp Program as of July 1 unless 
iliangi»s are forthcoming. To avert that disaster we sincerely hojH? that USDA 
will act innnetliately to correct some of the problems of the new program. 

Ai.AN W. Houseman, 
Director, Michigan Legal i^ervicefi Assintancc Program. 

UiciiAUi) M. SKUrr, 
Director, Migrant Legal Assistance Project, I'uitcd Migrants for Opvor- 
tunity. Inc. 

XoTE. — Accompanying this statement were the sworn affidavits of 15 food stamp 
recipients for whom food stamp bonuses were reduced as a result of the new 
regulations. 

IIeadstart, 
Lansing, Mich., June 2, 1072. 

Hon. Piiiup Hart. 
Senate Office Jiuildingt 
Washington, D.C. 

De.\r Senator Hart: Yesterday, June 1st, was the date that the Department 
of Agriculture's new purchase requirements for food stamps went into effect. 
I work as a v«)lunteer for the Head Start program in Lansing and I would like 
to tell you about the hardships for individual families involved with the new 
requirements. 

Mrs. Sue Honds of 2:r>() Reo Kaad, Lansing, receives* AFOC and has two chil- 
dren. Before June 1st Mrs. Bonds paid $22.00 every two weeks for $42.00 worth 
of stamps which represented a bonus of $20.00. Now she will \yay $32.00 for $44.00 
worth of stamps which cuts the bonus to $12.00. 

Mrs. Refugia Domlnguez of 2444 Reo Road, receives AFDC and has six chil- 
dren. Before June 1st she paid $48.00 for $81.00 worth of stamps every two 
weeks, bonus $33.00. Now Mrs. Dominguez will pay $59.00 for $82.00 in stamps- 
cutting the bonus to $23.00. 

Mrs. Mary Gomes? is a working mother who receives some AFDC supple- 
ment as her job, nurses' assistant with Head Start, does not iiay enough after 
taxes, child care expenses and work related exiwiises are deducted to meet her 
family nee<ls. Mrs. Gomez has four small children, she lives at 1433 Massa- 
chusetts Ave., Lansing. Before June 1st she paid $36.00 every two weeks for 
$63.00 worth of food stamps, bonus $27.00. Now she will pay $50.00 for $64.00 
worth of stamps, the bonus is cut to $14.00. 

Mrs. .lean Sebolt, 3112 Norwich also works for Head Start and receives AFDC. 
She has three minor children and a son, honorably discharged from the Army 
age<l 10. She was paying $30.00 for $53.00 worth of food stamps and will now- 
pay $42.00 for $54.00 worth of stamps which represents a drop from $23.00 in 
bonus to $12.00. The cut Is working a particular hardship in this case as her 
veteran son is living at home, cannot find a job. is a big eater especially after 
walking around all day looking for work but he cannot be include<l on the 
AFDC budget because of his age. 

You can see that the Department of Agriculture is. In each of these cases, re- 
quiring a larger cash outlay for the stamps and that In no case does the value of 
the stamps go up by more than a couple of doUars. In every case the bonus is 
cut. The AFDC budget for families does not have enough money in it to ade- 
quately cover utilities in the I^Iichigan climate so there is certainly not enough 
money to cover the Increased cash outlay needed to participate in the Food Stamp 
program. You know what has happened to the cost of living and the price of 
food. I do not need to tell you what makes for an adequate balanced diet for 
growing children. 

I cannot understand for whose benefit the Department of Agriculture Is being 
run, I hve in a small rural community outside of Lansing, so I know the small 
farmer Is being forced off the land. Now the Food Stamp program changes dem- 
onstrate that the Department of Agriculture has ver>^ little interest in ensuring 
an adequate diet for American children. It seems to me criminally irresponsible 
to condemn poor children to a diet of star'^h, with the costly results In terms 
of health and suffering in both the medical and dental areas. 

Part of the Head Start program is supposed to be education In nutrition— we 
are supposed to introduce the children to new foods especially fruits and vege- 
tables, we are supposed to have classes for parents to educate them in the 
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elements of a balanced diet. Tlie irony of this makes me bitterly angry— why 
shonld we introdnce children to fruit and vegetables that tlioir parents camuit 
buy? How can we have classes on balanced diets and talk about protein and 
vitamins when we knoic our parents cannot possibly afford such a diet. 

This raises some very serious questions about the whole Farm Subsidy pro- 
gram and the .soil hank, surely farmers could be paid to grov; food and our 
children fed instead of destroying the small farmer and having undernourished 
children. I hope you can do something to umke those responsible for this policy 
see what the effects are on real people. 
Yours sincerely, 

Joanna Settle. 



Note. — Report o!i situation in Iowa printed in hearing of June 7, p (J42. 



FiioM Kentucky 
Fayette (Kentucky) Circuit Court Division 
Dorothy Kay Ham brick, petitioner 
vs. 

G.UL Shannon Huecker, commissioner of economic security, respondent 

petition fob review 

Comes the petitioner Dorothy Kay Hamhrick through counsel, pursuant to 
KRS 205.234(1), and respectfully petitions the court to review the decision of 
the Department of Economic Security in determining the child-care expenses 
borne hy the Work Incentive Program to he income to the petitioner for the 
purpose of establishing her basis of issuance (cost ) of food stamps. 

The Petitioner, for her Petition for Review, respectfully alleges : 

1. That she is currently and was at the time of her initial application for 
Public Assistance and Food Stamps, a resident of Fayette County, 

2. That in July of 1070 she began participating in the Food Stamp Program. 

3. That in Augu.st of 1970 she began receiving Public Assistance benefits under 
the Aid to Families with Dependent Children Program, 

4. That she was accepte<l as an enrollee in the Work Incentive (WIN) Pro- 
gram on Janiiary 14, 1971. Tlie WIN Program provides a $301 unuith incentive 
stipend plus a rennmeration for the cost of child care. She enrolled in the Uni- 
versity of Kentucky as a social work major at that time but is presently begin- 
ning her Junior year. 

5. That on January 5, 1972, she received notice that lier food stamp basis of 
is.suance was being increase<l from four dollars ($4) per month to twelve dollars 
(.$12) per month due to the hiclusion of her Work Incentive Child Care payment 
of seventy-five dollars ($75) as income, according to a verbal directive from the 
United States Department of Agriculture in Atlanta, Georgia. 

6. That she requested and received, on Febniary 14, 1972. a **fair hearing" as 
provided by KRS 205.231(2) on her assertion that such an inclusion was unfair. 
The decision from that hearing, dated February 25, 1972 stated that it was fruit- 
less to attempt to change Uie policy of tlie Food Stamp Program, however unrea- 
sonable. (See Exhibit A.) 

7. That on March 1, 1972, four days after the hearing officer's decision, the 
Food Stamp Handbook of the Kentucky Department of Economic Security was 
revised, duplicating new regulations set out by the Department of Agriculture's 
Food anC Nutrition Service, Food Stamp Prognnn in the Federal Register, Vol. 
30 Xo. 140, July 29, 1971, page 14107, .specifically with Sec. 230(A)(9) of the 
Kentucky Food Stamp Handbook. (See Exhibit B). This provi.sion is the one 
under which WIN child-care payments are included as income in computing Food 
Stamp basis of issuance. 

8. That petitioner appealed the hearing officer's decision to the Appeals Board 
which resulted in the hearing officer's decision being upheld (See Exhibit C). 

9. The present in ten) rotation of the new regulation as made official by the 
March 1, 1972 revision of the Food Stamp Handbook and the prior verbal inter- 
pretation directive to Food Stamp Workers are unreasonable, arbitrary and 
capricious and as such are violative of the due process clause of the 14th 
Amendment. 

ERIC 
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a. The procedure of child-care payment for the henefit of WIN enrollees is such 
as to Kuarantce that the enrollee 1ms no access to tliase benefits for monetary gain 
(See Exhibit E— Work Incentive Hand!)ooU Sec. 224). 

I). Tlie inclusion of a senice which derives no monetary henefit to the recipient 
ill income received by the household, e\'en though allowing its deduction in deter- 
mining net income attributed to the Food Stamp participant results in a funda- 
mentally unfair deprivation because of the requirement in the Food Stamp Hand- 
book, Sec. 234(B) that the Shelter ex|)ense deduction, which is the cost of shelter 
in excess of 30% of the total income, be dtducte<l second, only to mandatory 
deductions. (See Exhibit B). This re.sults in the non-deductible portion of one's 
shelter expense l)eing an inflated figure, giving one a lower shelter deduction and 
therefore, a larger net income. (See Exhibit D--computation fonn). 

c. The form which is used to determine net income of Food Stamp prognim par- 
ticipants has validity only if those items which are included as income to the 
household are of genuine monetary benefit to the partici!)ant (See Exhiliit D). 

d. the classification of chihl*eare payments as income to the household under 
Sec! 230(A) (0) of the Food Stamp Handbook is a capricious interi)retation of 
that i)rovision. 

i All the provisions in Sec. 230(A) involve actual receipt of money for the 
use of the household or relief of a debt incurred l)y the hou.sehold (10). Only th<» 
0th provision has been inten)reted otherwise. WIN's thirty Dollar (.?30) Wor^ 
Incentive .stipend is the actual "payment" received which would qualify for inclu- 
sion under (0). , , ^ ^ , .. 

ii, Tlie bearing of child-care expenses by the WIN programs, as set ont in alle- 
gation (9) (a), constitutes no actual receipt of money for the u.se of the house- 
hold. In realitv it is Tree child care. The fact that money changed hands to imple- 
ment the program's policy of providing child-care for its enrollees, is strictly a 
matter of administrative convenience; it is more efficient than oiHJrating child- 
care centers. ^ ^ i 

iii. Tlie Food Stamp Handbook Sec. 230(B) considers among items to be ex- 
dnded from income "4. Any gain or benefit which is not money" (See Exhibit 
B). Free child.care service, which is, in reality, what petitioner's payment for 
child-care constitutes would clearly fall within tliis category and their value 
sliould be excluded from income. w«x * i 

e. That this inten)retation of the Food Stamp Handbook Sec. 230(A) (5)) Ms 
the re.sult of an arbitrary decision by the U.S. Department of Agriculture; the 
sole objective of which is to Increase the basis of issuance of fwxl stamps and as 
such, .should not have been upheld by the hearing officer and the Api>eals Board. 

Because of the foregoing. Petitioner prays that the Court review the complete 
record and reverse the decision of the Api)eal Board. 

Larry S. Roberts, Attorney at Law. 

I have read the foregoing i)etition, and I .swear that the allegations contained 
therein are true to the best of my knowledge. 

Petitioner. 

Sub.scribed and sworn before me this day of June, 1972. 

A'ofary Public. 

My Commission expires 

Exhibit A 

COMMONWEALTH OF KENTUCKY 

DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMIC SECURITY 

BUREAU OF PUBLIC ASSISTANCE 

Division of Case Review 

Dorothy Kay Hambrick— Claimant 

(Case No. CFS 483G; 34~-Fayette County) 

The following persons were present : 
Dorothy Kay Hambrick, Claimant. 
Karen Paul, Food Stamp Worker. 
Diana Moore, Food Stamp Worker. 
Francis Gene Hicks, Hearing Officer. 
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HEilRINO omCER^S DECISION 

This case is before the Hearing Officer upon a request for a hearing filed by the 
claimant, Dorothy Kay Haiiibrick, who is dissatisfied with the 'purchase price 
of my Food Stamps." The appeal arose from a determination by the Food Stamp 
Program to consider Miss Hambrick*s child care payments from the Work Incen- 
tive Program as income in computing her total monthly income. A hearing was 
held on February 14, 1972, in the Fayette County Public Assistance Office, Lex- 
ington, Kentucky. 

The policy pertaining to the issue under review is outlined in the Food Stamp 
Handbook, Section 239, Part C. This Section reads: 
299 Treatment of WIN Income 

C. Child Care Expenses of all WIN Enrollees, For all WIN onrollees, wages or 
fees paid for care of young children in or out of the home will I'e deducted when 
determining eligibility and basis of issuance; this includes child care resources 
such as maids, day care centers, nursery schools, neighbor's home, etc.. when 
requl A to enable the person to leave home. (Wages paid to relatives who are 
normally expected to give such care are not deducted.) 

STATEMENT OF FACTS 

The Food Stamp Worker testified that she was informed during a staff meet- 
ing on December 6, 1971. to include the cost of child care for WIX enroPees as 
income to the participant, but also this is considered as an allowable deduction. 
Since Miss Hambrick is a WIN participant, her child care allowance of $75 
should be considered as income. On January 10. 1972, Miss Hambrick was recer- 
tified as having $171 net monthly income. This included lier $96 Public Assistance 
payment and $75 child care allowance. Her shelter deduction was computed as 
$45.70. an excess of thirty percent of her net income. The $75 was deducted, leav- 
ing an adjusted net Income to be considered of $.50.30. She was to pay $10 for $56 
in Food Stamps for the month of February. 1972. The Food Stamp Worker stated 
Miss Hambrick was notified of this change and the claimant requested a hearing 
on January 10, 1972. 

Miss Hambrick testified that she lives with her twenty-one month old daughter 
In a rented apartment in Lexington. Kentucky. She pays $85 per month rent, plus 
$12 for utilities. Miss Hambrick receives $96 monthly from Public Assistance for 
Aid to Families with Dependent Children benefits based on birth -out-of-wedlock. 
As a WIN participant, she receives $30 incentive pay and $76 child care allow- 
ance. The claimant testified that she attends the University of Kentucky and 
pays Miss E. Holthouse $75 per month to care for her child. 

Mis« Hambrick felt that she was limited in the amount of income she has to 
spend for Food Stamps, and to consider the child care allowance as income to 
her is unfair, as it increased the price of her Food Stamps. She is not benefiting 
from this money, since she pays it to her babysitter. 

CONCLUSION 

The testimony adduced at the hearing and the documented evidence in the 
Food Stamp case record has been carefully considered by the Hearing OflScer. It 
appears the policy pertaining to treatment of WIN income does not clearly specify 
that payment for child care is to be counted as income to the participant The 
policy states that the child care allowance a WIN participant receives is to be 
considered as a deduction. However, a verbal interpretation from the United 
States Department of Agriculture in Atlanta, Georgia, indicates the child care 
allowance is to be included as income to the household. 

The inclusion of WIN child care allowance in arriving at the net income seems 
unreasonable, since the allowable deduction occurs snbseqnent to computing the 
shelter deduction. Counting the child care as Income Increases the amount in 
excess of thirty percent of the net income that directly Increases the adjusted net 
income, causing an increase In the purchase price of Food Stamps. 

The concept of the WIN Program is being forgotten, and consideration should 
be given to the actual income available to the participant for purchasing of 
food. To include any item as Income that the participant does not obtain, any 
actual cash value seems arbitrary. The layman opinion of this Hearing Officer 
does not change the policies but it Is hoped attention will be brought to the in- 
justice that Is attributable to the Inclusion of an obvious expense as available 
income. 

T6-300 O— 8B 9 



740 



DECISION 

The issue under review has been carried out according to apparent policies 
and procedures that were in effect at the time that the dissatisfaction occurred. 
Since there is no avenue for redress, any favorable decision concerning money 
lost with an increase in the purchase price of Food Stamps is fruitless. There- 
fore, the Hearing Officer sees no reason to disturb or alter the decision of the 
Food Stamp Program. 

February 25, 1072. „ , 

Francis Gene Hicks. Hearing Officer. 

Note.— This decision may be appealed to the Appeal Board in the Department 
of Economic Security at any time within twenty (20) days from the date 
mailed. 

Exhibit B 

commonweatth of kentucky: public assistance food stamp handbook 
tSO Definition of Income: 

Maximum allowable monthly income 

Household sise: 

1 ^ $178 

2 " 233 

3 ::::::::::::::: r. 307 

4 373 

5 ^ 

6 ^- 507 

7 573 

8 <ho 

For each additional member add $53. 

A. The following tcill he considered a$ income for all households. 

1. All earnings for services performed as an employee. 

2. Net income from self-employment, which will be the total gross income from 
such enterprise (including the total gain received from the sale of any capital 
goods or equipment related to such enterprise) less the cost of producing that 
income. (See Section 242). 

3. The total amount of a roomer's payment to the household. 

4. The total payment received from each boarder. A deduction in the amount 
of $32, the coupon allotment for a one-person household for each boarder, will be 
subtracted from this amount to arrive at the income to be added to the house* 
hold's income. ( See Section 203H ) . 

5. The payment to the household by a related member of the household other 
than the head of the household or spouse, who has a commitment to contribute 
only a portion of his income. However, if such a household member contributes 
less than the monthly coupon allotment for a one-person household, the member's 
total income will be counted. 

6. The total payment made to a household on behalf of a legally assigned foster 
child. 

7. Payments received as an annuity; pension, retirement or disability benefitt 
veterans, workmen's or unemployment compensation ; and old*age, survivors* or 
strike benefits. 

8. Payments received from federally aided public assistance programs or 
general assistance programs. 

9. Pajrments received from government sponsored programs, such as work 
Incentive Program, Manpower Training Program, Agricultural Stabilisation and 
Conservation Service Program. 

10. Money payments, except those for medical costs, made on behalf of the 
household by a person other than a member of the household. 

11. If any household member has access to unlimited income as he possesses a 
credit card in the name of a person who is not a household member, the house- 
hold will be Ineligible. 

12. Cash gifts or awards for support, maintenance or the expense of education 
not included in Section 229, Treatment of non-recurring lump-sum payments. 
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13. Scholarships, educational grants (including loans on which repayment Is 
deferred until completion of the household member's education), fellowships, 
and veterans educational benefits. Such income is prorated over the period it is 
intended to cover. 

14. Support and alimony payments if they are actually received. 

15. Rent, dividends, interest, royalties, and all other payments except loans 
(other than loans in Number 13 above). 

B. The follotrinff %oiU he excluded from income 

1. Income received as earnings for services as an employee, or Inrnme from 
self-employment by a child residing in the household, who is under 18 years of 
age and who is attending at least half-time, as defined by the institution n grade 
.school, high school, vocational school, technical school, training program, college 
or university. 

2. Payments received under Title IT of the Uniform Relocation As5!istance and 
Real Property Acquisition Policies Act of 1970, which Include : 

(a) Payments to persons displaced as a result of the acquisition of real 
property ; 

(b) Relocation payments to a displaced homeowner toward ♦he purcliase 
of a replacement dwelling. Such payment may only be to a displaced owner 
who purchases and occupies a dwelling within one year following displace- 
ment; 

(c) Replacement housing payments to displaced persons not eligible for a 
homeowner's payment. 

3. Income which is received too irregularly or infrequently to be anticipated 
as available during a 3 month period, provided such infrequent or irregular 
Income of all household meml>er8 will not exceed $30.00 In a three month period. 

4. Any gain or benefit which Is not In money (e.ir.. freo use of the house). 

5. Payments for medical costs mnde on behalf of the household by a person 
other than a member of the household. 

6. All loans, except those on which repayment is deferred until completion 
of the household member's education. 

7. T»n percent of Income received from earnings for services performed as 
an employee or training allowance not to exceed $30.00 i>er household per month. 
This does not include the earning of a child. ( See Section 230 Bl ) . 

8. Lump sum payments as described in Section 229. 

Verification of Income for yon-A88f$tance HotiBchofdn. Gross inroti)e from 
all sources and mandatory deductions from income must be verified. Verification 
of Income may be made from doctimentary sources, such as pay stubs or from 
verbal statements from the employer or agency from which the Income is re- 
ceived or from other i)er8on8 who have knowledge of the household's income. 
The method of verification must be recorded In the case file. 

In some Instances, employers may be reluctant to provide information con- 
cerning the applicant's earnings. In such cases, verification of the applicant's 
statements concerning his Income may be made by contact with other persons 
having knowledge of the indlviduflrs cnse or knowledge of similar earning 
situations, such as Employment Service, county tax ofBce, etc. 

If at recertlflcatlon, the Income Is consistent with the previous nnplicatlon, 
verification is not required. If, however, the source of Income or the amount 
has changed substantially, verification is required. 

A. Ewtremely loto^ncome houBeholda. Certification workers should use pru- 
dence in handling households which claim an income so tow th'^t there »s a likeli- 
hood that a change must occur In order for the household to exist ns an economic 
unit If a household claims a low income, In comparison to family sixe for an 
extended period, this may indicate an Inconsistency and should be examined 
thoroughly. However, a household whose Income Is stable, hut low because of 
fixed expenditure and which could be expected to maintain its level of existence 
for a period of time, would not necessarily constitute an Inconsistency. 

When a household reports Income deductions which are near to or exceed 
Income, the certification worker may consider the household's expenses incon- 
sistent with Its reported Income and resources and require vprificfttinn of income 
and deductions. A household whose anpllcation contslns nnoleor. incomplete or 
inconsistent Information will not be certified until the questionable items have 
been clarified. 

B. Zero-Purchase Requirement Homeholdn, Households which renort an In- 
come so low as to put them at a zero nurchnse level must have factors affecting 
eligibility and basis of. issuance verified through the point where a firm deter- 
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minfttion can be made, that the household Is or Is not ell^ble. At least one 
collateral contact Is mandatory for cases of this type. However, preliminary 
certification pending verification. I.e., certification for thirty days without verifi- 
cation of ellfdbility factors, may be applied to these households. If It appears 
they will be eligible for participation. 

Necessary verification and adjustment In the household's basis of Issuance will 
be made before the second month's Issuance of coupon Is made. In no case will 
preliminary certification be extended for more than thirty days. 

A home visit or contact must be made every three months, unless past history 
of the client Indicates little likelihood of change. 

£5| Determination of 2fet Income. After maklnsr a decision regarding the 
amount of income received by the household, the following deductions are made 
to arrive at the net income: 

A. Mandatory deductions from earned income such as local. State and Federal 
Income taxes; Social Security taxes under FICA, mandatory retirement pay- 
ments and union* dvJes. (Garnishments may be deducted only when they are made 
for Items which would be deductible If paid when occurred, e.g., medical expenses. 
If more than $10.00 a month). 

B. Shelter expennen in ete^nn of 30% of the household* m income after manda* 
tory deductions and before other deductions are made. Shelter costs Include all 
otilltles Including garbage and sewer fees, etc., as well as the basic rate for one 
telephone. In the case of a household which Is buying Its home, mortgage pay 
ments, Interest on mortgage principal, real estate taxes, homeowner's Insurance 
and special assessments required by State or local law will be considered as 
shelter costs. (See Table or Petermlne Excess Shelter Costs). 

Note.— If the household Is unable to supply the actual cost of utilities this 
may be obtained from the Manual of Operation, Table of Cash Value of Require- 
ments Supplied. 

C. Medical Expenses, exclusive of special diets when the costs exceed $^0.00 
per household. When medical costs have exceeded $10.00 the amount to be de- 
ducted will be the $10.00 and costs over that. Medical expenses may Include actual 
pavm<>nts for physicians and dental serx'Ices, hospitalization, nursing care In or 
out of the home, prescription drugs. prescrlN*d medical services, health Insurance, 
medicare payments and medically related transportation costs. 

When necessary due to a medical need an unrelated llve-ln attendant, a house- 
keeper or nurse Is In the home, the amount to be deducted win be the amount 
actually paid to the attendant plus $32.00 the value of the monthly coupon allot- 
ment for a one-person household. The llve-ln*attendant will not be considered 
for purposes of eligibility or basis of Issuance. 

D. Cost of care of a child or other persons when necessary for a household 
member to accept or continue employment or employment directed training. 

If the care giver Is an unrelated llve-ln*aftendant or houspkf»ep^r necessary to 
provide child care, the amount deducted will be the amount actually paid to the 
attendant plus the value of the monthly coupon allotment for a on^-person house- 
hold. The llve-ln-attendant Is not considered for purposes of ell^blllty and basis 
of Issnance. 

B. Bduenfional Expenses such as tuition and mandatory fees. Including such 
expenses which are covered by scholarships, educational grants, loans» fellow- 
ships, and veteran's educatloal benefits. 

F. Expenses due to disaster or casualty 1o»se» wh'ch couM not be roft«onaWy 
anticipated by the household. (Such losses are of an Individual nature and are 
not to be applied during a disaster declared by the President or Food and Nutri- 
tion Service. The deduction must be approved by the field office administrator 
and only expenses directly related to the houKebold disaster may be deducted. 
Unusual expense Is determined In accordance with the following criteria : 

1. The expense Is essential to the continued existence of the household 
and is necessary to replace or repair Items of property damaged or lost 
throueh vandalism, fire, theft, fiood, tropical storms, tornado, etc. 

2. The expense allowed is only for that portion of the loss which Is not 
reimbursable from Insurance or met by a charitable organlratlon. 

3. The expense has been or will be met during the period for which certi- 
ficatlon Is requested. 

Deductions under this provision will not be made for costs of repair, replace- 
ment of propertv. clothing, etc.. which becomes necessary due to mechanical 
failure, wear and tear, obsolescence, or any other occurrence not directly con- 
nected with an individual household disaster. 
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G. Funrral expcn9€$ of a fonner household member which seem reasonable 
and are not reimbursable. 

240 Treatment of Farm Employment Income. Farm workers may be classified 
for food stamp purposes Into tliree broad categories ; 

A. Regularly employed, fvll4ime farm workent tcorkinff for one employer. 
These are households with regularly employed farm workers receiving a re*gular 
monthly salary, and thcvse households which receive Income during the work 
season and deferred or advanced payments against future earnings during the 
non«work season. Such payments may be In the form of cash, a line of credit 
from the employer, or a guaranteed line of credit from another source. Eligi- 
bility Is based on the total annual Income averaged over the twelve month period 
and the certification period may olso be for twelve niontiis. unless n change in 
household status or Jncome makes a recertificatlon necessary. Basis of issuance 
may be determined In accordance with the way Income is received. (See Potion 
242C). 

B. Ilomeholdit xcho^e income is derived from farm and non-farm employment or 
who may work for different employers. This category will Include those house* 
holds whose Income during the farm season Is derived from farm employment 
but who are not regularly employed at such work or who do not receive deferred 
or advauce iiayments during the non-work season. Such households may work 
for a variety of employers and may also engage In non-farm work during the off 
season. 



Exhibit C 

Appeal Boaud, Commonwealth of Kektcckt, Orpartment or Economic 
SECuarry, Bureau of Public Assistance, Frankfort, Ky. 

In the Mattes of the Appeal op : Dorothy K. Hambrick 

ORDER 

This case Is liefore the Appeal Board on an appeal from a referee's decision of 
February 25, 1972 which reads : 

This case Is before the Hearing Officer upon a request for a hearing filed 
by the claimant, Dorothy Kay Hambrick, who is dissatisfied with the **pur 
chase price of my Food Stamps.** The appeal arose from a determination by 
the Food Stamp Program to consider Miss Hambrlck*s child care payments 
from the Work Incentive Program as Income lu computing her total monthly 
Income. A hearing was held on February 14, 10i2, in the Fayette County 
Public Assistance OflEice, Lexington, Kentucky 

The policy pertaining to the Issue under review is outlined in the Tood 
Stamp Handbook, Section 239. Part C. This Section reads : 
239 Treatment of WIN Income 

C. Child Care Expenses of all WIN Enrollees. For all WIN enrollees. 
wages or fees paid for care of young children In or out of the home will be 
deducted when determining eligibility and basis of Issuance; this includes 
child care resources such as maids, day care centers, nursery schools, neigh- 
bors home, etc., when required to enable the person to leave home (Wages 
paid to relatives who are normally expected to give such care are not 
deducted.) 

statement of FACT8 

The Food Stamp Worker testified that she was Informed during n staflP meeting 
on December 6, 1971, to Include the cost of child care for WIK enrollees as 
Income to the parllcii)ant, but also this Is considered as an allowable deduction. 
Since Miss Hambrick Is a WIN participant, her child care allowance of $75 should 
be considered as income. On January 10. 1972. Miss Hambrick was recertified as 
having $171 net monthly Income. This Included her $96 Public Assistance pay* 
ment and* $76 should l)e considered as Income. On January 10. 1972, Miss Ham- 
brick was recertified as having $171 net monthly Income. This included her $96 
Public Assistance payment and $75 child care allowance. Her shelter deduc- 
tion was computed as $45.70. an excess of thirty percent of her net Income. The 
$75 was deducted, leaving an adjusted net income to be considered of $5050. 
She was to pay $10 for $56 In Food Stamps for the month of February, 1972. 
The Food Stamp Worker stated Miss Hambrick was notified of this change 
and tiie claimant requested a hearing on January 10, 1972. 
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Mf88 Hambrick testified that she lives with her twenty-one month old datiRh- 
ter In n rented apartment in Lexini^ton, Kentucky. She imys $S5 per month rent, 
plus $12 for utilities. Miss Hambrick receives |96 monthly from Public Assistance 
for Aid to Families with Dependent Children benefits based on birth-out-of- wed- 
lock. As a WIN participant, she receives $30 incentive pay and $75 child care 
allo<\-ance. The claimant testified that she attends the University of Kentucky 
and pays Miss E. Holthouse $76 per month to care for her child. 

Miss Hambrick felt that she was limited in the amount of income she has to 
spend for Food Stamps, and to consider the child care allowance as Income to her Is 
unfair, as it increased the price of her Food Stamps. She is not benefiting from 
this money since she pays it to her babysitter. 

The testimony adduced at the hearing and the documented evidence in the 
Food Stamp case record has l>een carefully considered by the Hearing: Ofllcer. 
It appears the policy pertaining to treatment of WIX Income does not clearly 
specify that payment for child care Is to be counted as income to the partici- 
pant. The policy states that the child care allowance a WIN jwrticlpant receives 
Is to l)e considered as a deduction. However* a verbal interpretation from the 
United States Department of Aiolculture in Atlanta. Geonda Indicates the child 
care allownnce is to be Included as income to the household. 

The Inclusion of WIN child care allowance In arriving at the net income 
sooms unreasonable, since the allowable deducUon occurs subsequent to com* 
putinK the shelter deduction. Counting the child care as income Inorca.*^^ the 
amount in excess of thirty percent of the net Income that directly Increases 
the adjusted net Income, causing an increase in the purchase price of Food 
Stamps. 

The concept of the WIN Proinram Is being forgotten and consideration should 
be given to the actual Income available to the participant for purchasing of 
food. To Include any item as Income that the participant does not obtain, any 
actual cash value seems arbitrary. The layman opinion of this Hearing Ofllcer 
does not change the policies but it Is hoped attention will t>e brought to the 
injustice that is attributable to the Inclusion of an obvious expense as available 
income. 

The issue under review has been carried out according to apparent policies 
and procedures that were In effect at the time that the dissatisfaction occurred. 
Since there Is no avenue for redress, any favora!)le decision concerning money 
lost with nn increase In the purchase price of Food Stamps Is fn»lt!ess. There* 
fore, the Hearing Officer sees no reason to disturb or alter the decision of the 
Food Stamp Program. 

A careful review and analysis of the entire record falls to reveal any vari- 
ance from well estal)1lshed policy promulgated by the Federal Department of 
Health. Education and Welfare. In this connection, It should t)e pointed out that 
this agency has written the Federal Agency suggesting a change In this policy. 
In the meantime, this Board has no alternative to affirming the referee*s decision. 

The full Board concurs. 



Exhibit E 

COMVOXWCALTH OF KCIITUCKT, PUBLlO ASSIftTAIf CE : WotK IKCENTIVE HaITOBOOK 

229 Adcquacu of Child Care Ptans (continued) 

B. Care in the Borne of a Relative, yciffhhor or Child Care Provider, This type 
of care may be well suited for infants and after school care. 

0. Day Care Home, The day care home may care for from four to six children 
and must be licensed If four or more of the children are unrelated to the care 
provider by blood, marriage* or adoption. It is suitable for infants, toddlers, 
sibling eroups and for children needing after school care. Day care homes offer 
famlly*like care and are especially suited for children who can profit from con- 
siderable association with their peers. 

D. Dap Care Center The day care center may care for seven or more children 
and must be licensed bv the Department of Child Welfare i| four or more of the 
children are unrelated to the care provider by blood, marriage or adoption. Sim- 
ple, clean, safe facilities And furnishings permit freedom for activity. Here the 
program Is planned to suit the maturi^ of the child. Through a balanced c-ea- 
tive program, and positively guided behavior, the chl'd csn develop good human 
relationships within groups, and build a healthy personality. There mu^^t be ade- 
quate staff to help the child grow physically, socially and intellectually. 
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•224 Payment for Child Care, The mefiiod of i>ayment for child ctre will Ttry 
according: to the plan for care but will be provided for WIN* enrollec« from m 
«pecial child care fund. When care is provided In a liwnsHKi facility It is pref- 
erable for the provider to bill the Department and receive direct iwymenl. Where 
the bllllni? method Is Impractical, payment will l)e authorized by Form PA-SOSO 
with the i>artlcii)ant required to secure a receipt for i«yment and to jmbnilt such 
receipts monthly to the social worker. 

A, Amount of Payment, The actual cost of child care will be met subject to 
maximums based on the r>lnic charge to low-income working mothers In the 
community. It is the responsibility of the WIN worker to determine that the serv- 
ices provided by the care iflver merit the amount of |)ayment beinj? made by the 
agency. In cases where care is provided by a family njember who Is not included 
In the assistance plan, payment will be made In accordance with the additional re- 
sponsibilities necessarily assumed by this member. The additional responsibilities 
of this family member must be si)eclflcally documented in the case record. In no 
instance will iwyment l)e nmde to a second imrent. or to another relative in- 
clude<l In the assistance plan who has previously rendered the service without 
charge. In unustial circumstances, older brothers and sisters may receive pay- 
ment for child care and then only when they asstime responsibility for their 
younger siblings which would not normally be exi)ected and when such respon- 
sibility precludes their acceptance of gainful employment, if there is such avail- 
able. 

Januaey 5, 1072* 

BA1T8XTTOUS Rccnrr 

This Is to certify that I am paid $75 per month in pnymonts of $^7.50 twice a 
month with a check from the WIN program in Frankfort, made out to Dorothy 
Uambrich, for babysitting. I am paid the full amount of the che<*ks. 

Elaxnc Uockiiaus. 



Statcmext or Covqwubuav Jobk F. SnsEftUKo (D-^Obio) 



Mr. Chtlraan: t appreciate the opportunity to comment on the Food Stamp 
Procram« and I commend your efforts to review ii» otterfltfon. 

I would like to address myself to a m^eclfic problem wllicli lias been brouijht 
to my attention by a number of my constituents, I know from my owii mall, that 
there are many other problems with the new food stamp regulations Issued by 
the Department of Agriculture on March 1. 1972. and \<ith the proifram In 
general. 

But I want to draw one particular aspect to your attention l>ecausc It hlicli* 
lights the arbitrary manner in which the Department of Acriculture administers 
the Food Stamp Program, and the extraordinary influence on the program of n 
few powerful meml>ers of Congress who«e sui>tx)rt of the Food Stamp Program 
has been less than entiiusiastic. 

Included in the new regulations was a prorisfou prohfbftfug the return of cash 
as change in food stamp transactions. I ask unanlmouR consent to Include In the 
hearing record the notice of this change published in the Federal Register on 
December 20, 1971. 

Food stamps are issued, as you know. In increments of 50 cents. Until this new 
regulation went Into effect, change from food stamp trunsactlons was provided 
in cash. Under the new reculntlon. cash Is prohibited, and has l»een roplnced by 
credit slips. These are good only at the store of issuance. 

The new system has created some aggravating problems for food stamp re- 
cipients which I think are well outlined in a leter from Mrs. Rita Hosch. a food 
stamp recipient from Akron. Ohio. I would like to have a coi»y of Mrs. Ho8ch*s 
letter included in the record at this point. 

As Mrs. Hosch points out: 

''Because the credit slips must be redeemed at the place of Issuance, it tends to 
restrict the ability of recipients to shop around for sale and bargain items, which 
Is so necessary when living on a limited budget. 

'The amount of money In question is so small (always less than 50 cents— 
often a matter of a few pennies), that recipients often can't And anything to 
buy for that amount 

"In the past, recipients used change cash to buy non-food Items such as soap, 
which are essential but can't be purchased with food stamix:." 

These are some of the mechanical inconveniences caused by this new. and 
unnecessary regulation. 

But what is of more concern to me. and I think to the food stamp reclnients. 
Is the added embarrassment and feeling of humiliation caused by this new 
procedure. 

It is no secret that, whether Inadvertently or Intentionnllv. government wel^ 
fare programs have been designed so as to set welfare recipients apart from the 
rest of us. to make them feel that they are lesser iieople l>e<*nase thev do not 
have Jhe flnancial means to lie self-sufficient. Fortunately, we seem to be moving 
away from that with the pro|K)6ed minimum Income In HR 1 as passed bv the 
House. 

But this new regulation, as far as I can determine, is instinct with the 
attitude that anyone on welfare is inferior and not to Ik* trusted. Why else 
wou*d we l>e concerned about giving food stamp reclnlents a nickel, dime or 
quarter's worth of chanii:e— diange which, of course. Is leiraily their's becaui^e 
they have paid for the stamps with their own fimds? 

Mr. Chairman, if the Food Stamp Program were beinjer terriblv abused, if 
slgnlflcant amounts of money were beinir used for purposes other than those 
stated in the law. then I would fully support a complete Investigation, and 
prorrsm changes to counter that abuse. 

But I can flnd no evidence, in my correspondence and contacts with the 
Denartmenf of Agriculture, that significant abuse of the nrogram iPaved any 
role In the promn'fsation of this new regiilntlon. I offer such corresrwynrtence and 
ask unanimous consent that it be included In the hearings record. Mr. Chairman. 

(745) 
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The nepartment made it very clear to me that their primary motiratlon waa 
laninuice contained In the report of the Conference Committee on the 1972 
Agriculture Appropriation bill, which read: **. . . the Food Stamp Act makes 
no provision for provldlnfp cash for face value of stamps even in maldng change 
. . . such practice should lie stopped . . 

Tet it is equally clear, Mr. Chairman, that the Act makes no prohibition on 
issuance of cash as chanfce. 

In a letter to me, Richard hyng. Assistant Secr«tMry of the Department of 
Airriculture, said : 

"Although we recognlied that the conference reiwrt (language) was not 
legislatively binding, n numlier of conslderatlonN liaN n significant influence on our 
declKloii to Ite resimnslve to the views of the conferees. Trior to the decision to 
pro]H)se a prohibition on cash change, scveml meml^ers ot Congress had in* 
divldtsally expressed objections t(» the return ot cash as change in cou|)on trans* 
actions. Among these wore the Oiaimmii and two mem1»ers of the House Agri* 
culture Committee, Congreatmen Poage, Abemethy, and Belcher, retpectlTely. 
Therefore, when the conference report on the Agriculture apprf»priations bill 
conflrme<l the views expressetl during our earlier meeting, the Detiartment felt 
it w'as necessary to lie resi»onsive t(» the statements of the conferees." 

From their comments. It ap]iears that the De]mrtment of Agriculture made its 
decision to change the regulation as soon as the conference reiwrt was issued. 
However, they were require<l by law to request comments on the pro|)osed change, 
and accordingly tim new regulation was published in the Federal Register on 
Septemltor 10. 1971. According to Assistant Secretary T^ng. the Department 
solicited opinions ou the matter from a wide variety of interested tiersona, 
'including State Welfare Ageucies. the National Association of Food Chains, 
the Xntioiial Associntion of Retail Grocers of the United States, the State Retail 
Trade As.<ocintions, a nunilK'r of cltlxens grout>H and Interested private organlaa* 
tlonK . . 

However, ther^ Is no specific e\*idetictr on what stet)s the De)>artment took to 
seek out the opinions of the food stamp recipients themselves, who, after all, 
are the only \min\e who are affected by the change. 

The Department n*ceive<l aliout 200 res)muK(»s« and a memlMr of my staff has 
reviewed them all. I ask unanimous consent that a brief summary of the survey 
results Ik» included in the Record at this |K)int. 

The respondents were divided into four groups : 

(1) public oiBcials (including state welfare commlaalonera, and social 
workers, school ofllcials. and elected oflkiaU) 

(2) retailers (food market owners and clerks) and trade aasociationa 
(8) private dtlzena 

(4) food stamp recipients. 

Opinion was evenly divided, as the Department pointed out in their letter to 
me, with one*half favoring the new regulation and one*half opining the regula* 
tlon. According to Assistant Secretary l^yng. 

**Slnce the comments which we received did not present any new considerations, 
major oppositions or any other unusual reason for not accepting the views of the 
conferees, we proceeded with the amendments.** (emphasis added) 

Wtitt the Department failed to consider, however, in that of those respondents 
who bad first-hand experience with the program and who have a stake in it, Le 
the public oOciaU who administer the program, and the food stamp recipients 
who live with it, a majority were op|)osed to the change. According to the chart, 
100% of the food stamp recipients were opposed, and 58% of the public ofldala. 
Tet the change was implemented by the Department with no further hearings. 

Mr. Chairman* I am oi^Maed to the ntxr regulation, and I am particulariy op> 
posed to the manner in whidi it was made. 

It seems clear to me that the Department of Agriculture, in implementing the 
cash change prohibition was responding to the wishes of a few members of Con* 
gress whoae long*time op|K>sition to the Food Stamp Program Is well*knowtt. 

This program was established by a vote of the majority of all members of 
Congress out of a genuine concern for the problems of poor people* and to help 
alleviate the shocking problem of hunger in America. 

The Departments arbitrary ruling on the return of cash In food stamp trans- 
actions demonstrates a serious disregard for the prolilems. and Int^srity of peo- 
ple participating In the program. It abto deraonstrntes a dUtregiird for the legis* 
Intive process. I hope there will be an opportunity for full public henrin?s and 
debate on this issue in the future. 

Thank you. 



748 



C0BBESP0I?DENCE WiTH CoXORESSMAN SeIBEBUN'G OX FOOD StAMP ReCULATIONS 



Akbox, Ohio, March io, 1972. 

Mr. Seibebuno : I attended a meeting at East Akron Community House, where 
you were the speaker. You pledged your help to the audience and the people of 
Akron. We need your help now ! The new change in the food stamp program is 
a step backward. It has been done that way before. It didn't work then and 
won't now. For poor pe^e to be issued due bills only helps the stores profit and 
takes even more from poor people. The month is only half over and I already 
have 20 due bills from i different stares, they range from 1^ to 7^ They can only 
be used at the stores issuing them, meaning we have to return to that store. 
Since we, the poor, follow sales our money is spread out across town. 

Some of us are not lucky aiough to own a car, so part of those due bills are 
never returned. When they are^ we stand in line trying desperately to find a food 
item for U to i<J. This is the most degrading thing tliat can liappen to you. 
The clerk is glaring at you, people in line are impatient and looking at you like 
you are dirt ; So you end up getting gum or a candy bar that you didn't want or 
need. Giving 49^ change can at least buy a couple of bars of soap, a tube of tooth- 
paste, or 4 rolls of toilet paper. These are only the everyday necessities! I am 
enclosing some of my due bills (one 1^, one 7<J and 13^) but please return— after 
you have tried to use them ! Also please see who profits from unrctumcd due bills, 
believe me it's not the poor. I think the public and your supporters should know 
where this money goes. Thank you and answer soon. 
Your Supporter. 

Rita Hosch. 



U.S. Depabtmext op Aobiculttibe, 

Food axd Xutrition Service, 
Washington, B.C., March 24, 1972. 

Hon. John F. Seibebuno, 
House of Repres^tatives. 

Deab Mb. Seibebuno : Thank you for your recent inquiry concerning the De- 
partment's decision to amend the Food Stamp Program Regulations to prohibit 
the return of cash as change in coupon transactions. I would like to take this 
opportunity to briefly explain the background of this decision. 

In the July 22, 1971, conference report on the Agriculture Appropriations Bill 
for 1972, Senate and House conferees stated that, . . the Food Stamp Act 
makes no provision for providing cash for face value of stamps even in making 
change . , . such practice should be stopped . . Consequently, in the Federal 
Register of September 10, 1971, the Department published a notice of pr<vosed 
rulemaking setting forth pr<^)osal8 to amend the Food Stamp Program Regula- 
tions to prohibit the return of cash as change in food coupon transactions and to 
prohibit the use of food coupons for deposits on returnable c<Mitainers. Interested 
persons were invited to submit their comments within 30 days of the date of 
publicaticm. 

The overall response to the proposed amendments was fairly evenly divided in 
support of and in opposition to the prohibition of cash diange. However, after 
reviewing the (H>inion8 received, and after giving further consideration to the 
changemaking procedures, the Department felt it necessary to adi^t the proposed 
amendments in response to the views of the conieree.;. Thus, the prohibition on 
the return of cash as change in coupon transactions l)ecame effective on March 
1, 1972. (I have enclosed a copy of the Federal Register notice adc^ting these 
amendments and summarizing the comments received in response to the proposed 
amendments.) 

You were specifically interested in the reason for not making credit slips issued 
by one store redeemable in all stores participating in the Food Stamp Program. 
The Treasury Department has advised us that Secti<Mi 336 of Title 18 of the 
United States Code prohibits such a practice. This Section reads, "Whoever 
makes, issues, circulates, or pays out any note, dieck, memorandum, token, or 
other obligation for a less sum than $1, intended to circulate as money or to be 
received or used in lieu of lawful money of the United States, shall be fined not 
more than $500 or imprisoned not more than six mcmths, or both." The Treasury 
Department has further advised that the redemption of credit slips by different 
members of one chain would not violate this Section of the U. S. Code. Even if 
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such a restriction did not exist, the problms of accountability for interchange 
able credit slips among participating food stores would present a strong argument 
against adopting such a system. Please let us know if you would like additional 
information. 

Sincerely, 

Marvin M. Sandbtbom, 
Assistant Deputy Admimstrator. 



AnuL 21, 1972. 

Hon. Eabl Butz, 
Secretary of Agriculture, 
Department of Agriculture, 
Washington^ B.C. 

Dear Mr. Secretary : I am writing about the recent decision by the Agriculture 
Department to prohibit the return of cash as change in food stamp transactions. 

I understand from previous correspondence with your Department that this 
change was precipitated by language in the conference report on the Agriculture 
Appropriations bill which stated ". . . the Food Stamp Act makes no provision 
for providing cash for face value of stamps even in making change . . . such 
practice should be stopped ..." As you Icnow, on September 10, 1971, the pro- 
posed change was published in«the Federal Register together with a request for 
comments within 30 days. In a letter from Mr. Marvin Sandstrom, Assistant 
Deputy Administrator of the Food and Nutrition Service, dated March 24, 1972, 
it was stated that respondents were fairly evenly divided over the proposed 
change. It appears that because of this survey, but mostly because of the lan- 
guage in the conference report, the change was effected as of March 1, 1972. 

As you know, the language of a conference report is not legislatively binding, 
nor does it have the approval which might have been obtained through public 
hearings and a direct vote by members of the Congress. I feel that since the 
public wa.s fairly evenly divided on this issue it should have been the subject 
of public hearings and further study. In this way the public and experts in this 
field would have had the opportunity to fully express their ideas and any deci- 
sion made thereafter would have been made in a more democratic fashion, 

I would greatly appreciate your comments on the procedure followed in enact- 
ing the new regulations. In addition, I would appreciate knowing how the pro- 
posed change was publicized other than in the Federal Register to assure that 
the public, and especially the participants in the program were made aware of It 

Thank you very much for your attention to this matter. I look forward to 
heo ring from you at your earliest convenience. 
Sincerely, 

John F. Seiberuno, M. C. 



Department op Agriculture, 

Office op the Secretary, 
Washington D.C. May 15, 1972. 

Hon. John F. Seiberlino. 
House of Representatives. 

Dear Mr. Seiberlino: Secretary Butz has asked me to thank you for your 
April 21, 1972, letter. You requested further information concerning the proce- 
dure followed by the DQiartment in amending the Food Stamp Program Regula- 
tions to i)rohibit the return of cash as changed in coupon transactions. 

In your letter, you pointed out that the language of the July 21, 1071. con- 
ference report, which strongly influenced the Department's decision on cash 
change, is not legislatively binding. You also suggested that since the public 
was evenly divided on the cash change issue, the amendments should have 
been the subject of pubUc hearings and further study. 

Although we recognized that the conference report was not legislatively 
binding, a number of considerations had a significant influence on our deci8i<Hi 
to be responsive to the views of the conferees. Prior to the decision to pn^poee 
a prohibition on cash change, several members of Congress had individually ex- 
pressed objections to the return of cash as change in A^upon transactions. Among 
these were the Chairman and two members of the House Agriculture Committee, 
Congressmen Poage, Abemathy, and Belcher, respectively. Therefore, when the 
conference report on the Agriculture appropriations bill confirmed the views 
expressed during our earlier meeting, the Department felt it was necessaxy to 
be responsive to the statements of the conferees. 
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However, to ensure careful consideration of the pros and cons of this issue, 
we solicit opinions on the matter from a wide variety of interested persons. 
When the proposal was published in the Federal Register, a notice explaininpr the 
proposal and a copy of the proposed amendments were sent to the State Welfare 
Agencies, the National Association of Food Chains, the National Association of 
Retail Grocers of the United States, the State Retail Trade Associations, a 
number of citizens groups and interested private organizations. Senators Ellender 
and Talraadge, and Congressmen Poage and Whitten. Since the comments which 
we received (and have shown to Miss Amatta of your office) did not present 
any new considerations, major opposition, or any other unusal reason for not 
accepting the views of the conferees, we proceeded with the amendments. 

After the decision was made to adopt the new amendments to the regulations, 
the groups and the members of Congress mentioned above were recontacted 
regarding the final decision. In addition, we provided the States with a draft of 
a notice of the change in the regulations for distribution to recipients, and sup- 
plied certification and issuance offices with posters outlining the changes. (In 
February, the-Ohio State Agency sent the sample fiyers to the counties and 
requested the welfare oflSces to notify recipients of the cash change prohibition.) 
To assist members of the retail trade industry in following the amended regu- 
lations, each authorized retailer received an announcement of the changes fol- 
lowed by a reminder of their effective date. Also, each participating retailer 
was given a poster on the changes for display in his store. Finally, we sent letters 
concerning the decision to all of the individuals who had commented on the 
proposal. ^ 

If we .» vride you with any farther information, please feel free to 
contact u . 

Sincerely, 

BiCHASD Lying, Assistant Secretary. 



(In percent] 



Respondents Favored change Opposed change 

PoMic officiils. .>-. .>..-> . ...>w.-. '.'.'x-y •> •-• •-•>-•-• *2 58 

Retailers. .»> .> <.» . . 55 45 

Private citizens .-.> . .-.> . .> .> . . . .-. — ....... - - 57 43 

Red p i ents . . . . . .» . . <... . . . <.>.... •.«•> - •> .>.:. . 0 1 00 
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Appendix 2 

ITEMS PERTINENT TO THE HEARING OF JUNE 22 



Material Submitted by USDA 



Public Law 92-35 
92nd Congress. H. J. Res. 744 
June 30, 1971 

Joint Kesomtion 



85 STAT> 88 



Making an appropriation for the flactl year 1972 for the Department 
of Agriculture, and for other purpoees. 

Resolved hy the Senate and Howe of ,f/ n.n*rb«.«t of 

Umted Stolen of America in Congress a**mdH That the follomi^ ^?Jo^uS*re! 

sum is appropriate, out of any money in the Treasury not <^^^^ J^prSprtaSJn. 
appropriated, for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1972, namely : 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 

Food and Nutmtion Servicb 

CHILD NTmunoN fsoorahs 

For the summer programs of the nonschool feeding program for 
children, as provided for in H.R, 9270, Nmety-seconJ Congress (as 
passed by the House of Representatives), to be mimediately avail- 
able, $i7,ooo,ooa 

Approved June 30» 197 !• 



LEGISLATIVE HCTORy : 

SENATE REPORT No* 92-241 (Ocm. <» Appropriations). 
CONGRESSIONAL RECORDg Vol. 117, (l97l)t 

June 24, considered and passed House. 

June 28, considered and paased Senate. 



92d Cokqress 

1st Session 
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Calendar No. 246 



Repobt 
No. 92-253 



SENATE 



DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE-ENVIRONMENTAL 
AND CONSUMER PROTECTION APPROPRIATION BILL, 
1972 



July 14, 1971. — Ordered to be printed 



Mr. McGee, from the Committee on Appropriations, 
submitted the following 



REPORT 



(To accompany H.R. 0270] 
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Removal of Surplus Agricultural Commodities (Section 32) 

The basic purposes of section 32 funds is to encourage the production 
of food bv stabilizing prices for export and domestic consumption 
of perishable agricultural commodities. The extent of use of funds for 
the basic purposes of section 32, which has been amended from time 
to time, depends upon the condition of markets and the extent to 
which surplus removal programs are initiated to stabilize market 
conditions. 

It is essential that the Department of Agriculture have on hand at 
all times under the permanent appropriation sufficient funds to enter 
into the price depressed markets and stabilize them by surplus re- 
moval operations. 

The following table summarizes the estimated total funds available 
for Section 32 activities and the estimated balance carried forward for 
Ffecal Years 1970, 1971, and 1972. 

Item 1970actual 1971 estimate 1972 t$timatt 

Appropnitton or estunate . . ..... .. . . . . .-. . $698, 462, 614 $728, 759, 723 $753, 000, 000 

Balance available from prior years . .'.V.V.V.-.';. . . .'.V-.V.^ .V. 299, 921, 169 300, 000, 000 300, 000, 000 

Recovery of prior-yea r obligations ...... .> .;.»:. .;. .-.:.,.> 1 30, 1 88 .» .> . .: : .> . . . . 

Transfers to: 

Child nutrition programs.....-..-..-.-.^...-..-................ -194,266,000 -238,358,000 -232,043,000 

Agricultural Research Service.. .'.V.w.> . .'. .V.-.;^. .'. ... -1 5, 000, 000 - 15, 000, 000 - 1 5, 000, 000 

Foreim Agricultural Service. . . .-.V. . . ... ..... -3, 1 17, 000 -3, 1 17. 000 - 3, 117, 000 

Interior Department ». .> .-.-.»> --J- .>!...".^>^ -> - -7, 636, 414 -7, 626, 289 -7, 800, 000 

Total available after transfers 778, 494,557 764,658, 434 795,040,000 

Obligations .> . . . . .> . ^.^y^:. ... oV.>-^.> •> . - . 474, 600, 932 464, 658, 434 495, 040, 000 

Unobligated balance .> - . . . . .> . ...> ->.>.»» ..... 3 , 893, 625 ... . . . . .: »> 



Unobligated balance carried forward to subsequent years. . 300, 000, 000 300, 000, 000 3C0, 000, 000 
i Department of Commerce in fiscal year 1972 (Reorfanijation Plan No. 8 of 1970). 

The total amount available for 1972 for this program is $495,040,000 
after transfers to child nutrition programs, Agricultural Research 
Service, Foreign Agricultural Service, and the Department of Com- 
merce. Of this amount the Committee agrees with the House bill to 
make available not more than $3,374,000 for the formulation and ad- 
ministration of marketing agreements and orders and $181,758,000 
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for child feeding programs and additional direct distribution and other 
food programs for needy children and families. Of this amount $11,- 
225,00u is made available for the summer non-school food programs. 
In addition, the amount recommended by the Senate will provide 
$33,775,000 more than the budget estimate for si)ecial feeding pro- 
grams for for free and reduced price lunches for needy children. 

Food and Nutrition Service 

The Food and Nutrition Service was established August 8, 1969, by 
the Secretary's Memorandum No. 1659 and Supplement 1, in accord- 
ance \vith the provisions of Reorganization Plan No. 2 of 1953. 

This agency is responsible for the formulation and administration 
of pjrograms dealing with the child feeding programs (including ad- 
ministration of the school lunch program as amended, and the Special 
Milk Program), familv feeding pro-ams which include the Food 
Stamp Program, as well as the admimstration of the Direct Distribu- 
tion Program to families and to institutions and related specialized 
nutritional and feeding programs. 

FOOD ASSISTANCE PROGRAMS OF THE U^. DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE 
tProf nm lfvtl->ln thousinds of dollirs] 



Procram 



Fiscal yur Fiscal vMr Fiscal yaar Fiscal yaar CofninlttH 
1970 1971 1972budftt 1972 Houm rtcom- 
(actual) (tstimatid) tstimatt Mil mtndatlon 



A. Child nutrition procram: 

1. Cash grants to Statts: 



|a} School lunch (stc. 4).. 



(b) FrH and rtductd prica tunchts.. 

it) School brtakfast. 
6) Nonfood assistanct . 
e) Statt administrative txptnsts... 
0 Nonschooi food program 
V Nutritional training............ 



16t. 023 
132.560 
10.877 
16. 715 
1,722 
7.258 



225. 018 
356.400 
15.000 
16.110 
3.500 
20,775 
750 



225. 018 
356.400 
15.000 
16.110 
3,500 
20,775 
750 



225.018 
390.175 
15.000 
16.110 
3.500 
32,000 
750 



225.018 
390.175 
15.000 
16.110 
3. 500 
32,000 
750 



i 


. Total, cash grants.. . .> .... . .> 

2. Commoditlts to Statas. 

3. Fidaral op*fatlngtiptnstt,..:..>.,..^..„ 


337.155 
276.219 
6.194 


637,553 
232,548 
7,099 


637,553 
366,355 
8,061 


682.553 
333.355 
8.061 


682.553 
333. 355 
8.061 






619,568 


877.200 


1.011.989 


1.023,989 


1,023,989 


\ 
4 




102,124 
721,692 


104,000 
981, 200 


0 

1.011.989 


104.000 
1.127.989 


104.000 
1.127.989 


i 


C. Family faading program: 

1 . Food stamp program. . .> .> . .> . . . . 


571.222 


1.670,000 


2, 001, 184 


2,001,184 


2.001,184 


\ 

i 


2. Oiract distribution to families: 

(a) Section 32 commodities.... 
cb) Financial assistance to States 

rd) Section 416 .........-..,.> 

3. N utritlon supplement •> .»> . .> .> .> 


173.180 
6.026 
3.539 
74.274 
13.667 


155.163 
19.700 
4.363 
70.706 
16.136 


167.766 
19,700 
3.566 
91.723 
16.136 


155.766 
19.700 
3.566 
91.723 
16.136 


155. 766 
19.700 
3.566 
91.723 
16.136 




E. Nutrition education program..-.:. .»<.;. .»-.-<..,.-. 


270,686 
21,436 
29,876 


266,068 
19,418 
50,249 


298.891 
27,460 
50,249 


285.891 
27,460 
50,249 


286.891 
27,480 
50,249 




Total, food assistance program 


1,621,912 


2,906,935 


3,389,793 


3,493,793 


3,493,793 



I 



CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

1971 New budget (obligational) authority »$540, 332, 000 

1972 Budget estimate— New (obligational) authority * 582, 919, 000 

House bill— New (obligational) authority * 582, 919, 000 

Committee recommendation — New (obligational) authority * 582, 919, 000 

1 Includes $238368.000 transfer from Section 37. 
* Includes I232.0i3.000 tranafer from Section 31. 
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The primary objective of the Child Nutrition Programs is to improve 
the health and well-being of the Nation^s children by providing well- 
balanced meals in schools and service institutions. Fiscal year 1970 
signaled significant gains in the National School Lunch Program^ not 
only in terms of the actual number of children participating but ,also 
in the innovation and changes made in legislation, regulations^ policy 
and procedures. As a result of such changes and increased funding, the 
program expanded significantly in 1970. Particular improvement took 
place in the program of free and reduced price lunches for needy 
children. 

The authorities for the Child Nutrition Programs are the regular 
School Lunch Act, as amended, and the Special Section 32 Feeding 
Program. The Federal contribution to the Feeding Pro-ams is aug- 
mented by contributions to the States from commodities acquired 
under Section 6 of the School Lunch Act, purchases and donations of 
commodities acquired under Section 32, and donations of commodities 
acquired as a result of price support activities under Section 416. 
PuolicLaw 91-248, enacted in May 1970, authorized program changes 
and increased funding. This will enable the Department to provide 
more effective administration and more readily reach a much greater 
number of eligible children. 

The Committee recommends $582,919,000, excluding the special 
Section 32 allocated for this purpose. Of the total appropriation, 
$232,043,000 of which is to be transferred from Section 32 for child 
nutrition programs. This is the same amount as provided in the 
House bill and in the budget estimate for 1972. It is $42,587,000 more 
than the 1971 appropriation. 

The Committee has carefully considered the needs for the non- 
school food programs, especially the summer child feeding portion. 
The Department has announced that $33.1 million is being made 
available for the summer program this year. While this bill^carries a 
total of $32 million specifically for this overall purpose, the Uill makes 

fmssible a total nonschool program of approximately $49 million, as 
oUows: 

Urgent Agriculture Appropriation Act (H.J. Res. 744, approved 

June 30, 1971) $17, 000, 000 

Recommended by committee in accompanying biU: 

Direct appropriation $20, 775, 000 

Special Sec. 32 funds 11, 225, 000 

32, 000, 000 

ToUl 49, 000, 000 

The total of $49 million would provide nonschool food programs 
approximateh' as follows; 

Summer programs (July- August, 1971) $33. 1 

Regular year long programs and initiation of summer programs in calendar 
year 1972 15. 9 

This should meet the needs in view of the fact that in the fiscal year 
1971, only $5.8 million was used for the summer child feeding program 
and about $15 million was used for the year long activities. 
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SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

1971 New budget (obligational) authority $104, 000, 000 

1972 Budget estimate — New (obligational) authority 0 

House bill — New (obligational) authority 104, 000, 000 

104, 000,000 

Committee recommendation — New (obligational) authority 104, 000, 000 
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The Special Milk Proeram seeks to increase the consumption' of 
fluid milk by children. All nonprofit primary and secondary schools, 
nonprofit summer camps, and nonprofi^t child-care institutions de- 
voted to the care and training of children, are eligible to participate 
in the program. From its inception in fiscal year 1955 through nscal 
year 1962, the program was financed through advances from Com- 
modity Credit Corporation funds. The Agricultural Act of 1961 
(P.L. 87-128), approved August 8, 1961, authorized an appropriation 
for the program and extended it through June 30, 1967. The Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966 incorporated the Special Milk Program and 
extended it throueh fiscal year 1970. Public Law 91-295, enacted 
June 30, 1970, authorized appropriation authority bevond fiscal 1970. 

An apDropriation of $104,000,000 is recommended. This is the 
same as the House bill and the same as the 1971 appropriation. It is 
an increase of $104,000,000 above the budget request. This will pro- 
vide for the continuation of this program in 1972. 

FOOD STAMP PROGRAM 

1971 New Budget (obligational) authority $1,670,000,000 

1972 Budget estimate--New (obligational) authority 2, 001, 184, 000 

House bill— New (oblicational) authority' 2, 001, 184, 000 

Committee recommendation — New (obligational) authority 2, 001, 184, 000 

The food stamp program was authorized by Public Law 88-525, 
approved August 31, 1964. Public Law 90-91, approved September 27, 
1967, provided that the act be carried out only with funds appropriated 
from the general fund of the Treasury for that specific puiposc and in 
no event shall be carried out with funds derivea from permanent ap- 
propriations. Public Law 90-552, approved October 8, 1968, extended 
ai)propriation authority through December 1970, and provided $340 
million authorization for fiscal year 1970. 

Public Law 91-116, approved November 13, 1969, increased the 
authorization for fiscal year 1970 to $610 million. Legislation was 
passed on December 31, 1970, which authorizes appropnations up to 
$1,750,000,000 in fiscal year 1971, and "such sums as the Congress 
may provide'* in 1972 and 1973. 

The food stamp program is designed to benefit families or individ- 
uals receiving some form of welfare assistance, and is also authorized 
to help other designated families with incomes as low or lower than 
families receiving welfare. The program is conducted in cooperation 
with the States with the objective of providing improvements in the 
diets of low-income families. Eligible persons or families are able to 
increase their purchase of foods by means of food stamps issued in the 
form of special Federal assistance. The food stamps are redeemed in 
designated retail stores. The results of the program show that food 
purchases are increased. 
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Beaufort County Food Stamp Pai:tici?atio.n 

TABLE l-B.-MONTHLY FOOD STAMP PROGRAM PARTICIPATION AS REPORTtD ON CFP-256 FORMS: BEAUFORT 
COUNTY.S.C, OCTOBER 196$-SEPT EMBER 1969 



Yeir and month 



Households 



Totil 



PA 



1968: 

October.... 

November.. 

Decembir.. 
1969: 

January 

February... 

March 

April 

May.....^. 

Juni 

July....... 

Aufust.... 

Stptimbtr., 



704 

667 
708 

700 
735 
873 
862 
896 
840 
850 
851 
884 



122 
121 
134 

113 
113 
141 
151 
210 
257 
275 
377 
407 



Persons 



NPA 



Total 



PA 



582 
546 
574 

587 
622 
732 
711 
686 
583 
575 
474 
477 



2.740 
2.456 
2.717 

2.700 
2.721 
3. 183 
3.059 
3. 176 
2.966 
2.984 
2.974 
3,095 



263 
268 
288 

216 
2!7 
322 
330 
570 
810 
902 
1.346 
1,460 



NPA 



2,477 
2.188 
2.429 

2.484 

2.504 
2.861 
2. 729 
2.606 
2. 156 
2.082 
1.628 
1.635 



TABLE 2-B.-FREQUENCY OF PARTICIPATION BY SAME HOUSEHOLDS, BEAUFORT COUNTY, S.C.OCTOBER 1968- 

SEPTEMBER 1969 



Frtqutncy of pirtiapation (months) 



12 

11.......... 

10.......... 

9 

8 

7. 

6- 

5 

4 

3 

2. 

1 

Total. 



Total households 



Number 



328 
119 
58 
72 
54 

II 

72 
85 
100 

m 

142 



Percent 



24.8 

1:2 

5.4 
A A 
6.9 

1:1 

6.4 

7.6 
9.1 
10.7 



Total parsons 



Number 



1.246 
411 
202 

HI 

312 
278 
266 
304 
399 
457 
518 



Percent 



25.5 
8.4 
4.1 
5.5 
4.5 

5.5 

II 

9.4 

10.6 



1.323 



100.0 



4,879 



100.0 



(767) 
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OBO/USDA/OB(B Dmsioif on Head Stait 

Id response to the reqnest for a copy of the OEO/USDA/OMB decision on 
Head Start, there is no sif&ed interai^ency ainreement The agreement was worked 
ont thronch meetings-niiscussions, and the background and specifics of the agree* 
ment are as follows : 

Head Start Programs a;e eligible under Special Food Serrice Program legisla- 
tion (Section 13 of the National School Lunch Act)» and when this legislation 
was enacted in 1968, the inclusion of all Head Start food serrice was considered. 
However, the Special Food Senrlce Programs was authorised only on a pilot 
basis at a low level of ftinding, and food serrice in Head Start was running at a 
much higher lerel Also, there was some feeling that, since Head Start was de- 
signed to proride c<»nprehensire child care, the food serrice component should 
not be split out 

Agreement was subsequently reached with the Office of Economic Oppor- 
tunity (then the agency administering Head Start) that Head Start programs 
would be treated in the following manner : 

1. OEO would continue to finance food service In Head Start programs 
then in operation, i.e., before November 1, 1969. 

2. Special Food Service Program funds would be concentrated in day-care 
centers an>2 other eligible institutions that had no food service and newly 
established Head Start programs* 

3. Also, the Child Nutrition Act of 1966 authorises USDA to extend the 
benefits of its school feeding programs to preschool programs operated as 
part of a school program. Therefore, when the Head Start program is an in- 
tegral part of a school sysi<*m, and the attending children eat in the school's 
breakfast or lunch programs, the school claims reimbursement for Head 
Start meals under the regular school breakfast and lunch programs. 
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PUBLISHED USDA MATERIALS ATTESTING TO INADEQUACfY OF 
ECONOMY FOOD PLAN 



tExcEum From Rooway, it au v. The U.S. DcPAtTMENT of Aowcultuwc a 
CoMPtAiNT File© i.n U.S. Dwimicr Coujit foe the District of Columbia) 

5. The new monthly coupon allotinente were established by the Airriculture 
Department (hereinafter U.S.D.A.) pursutnt to Ite soKMilled ''Economy Diet 
Plan." tU.8.DJl., Agricultural Research Service. Consumer and Food Economics 
Research Division. ''Family Economics Review** (September, 1971). at 11 and 15] 
The Economy Diet Plan Is one of five food plans developed by U.S.D.A.'s Agri- 
cultural Research Service; the other four plans are: the liberal plan** (the most 
expensive plan), the '^moderate-cost plan/* the **baslc low-cost food plan/* and 
another low-cost food plan designed for the nutritional preferences of families 
In the Southeast The Economy Diet plan Is the least expensive of the five food 
plans; the basic low-cost food plan costs 25 percent more than the Economy Diet 
Plan. [A copy of the Economy Diet plan and Its costs are set forth In Appendices 
A and B. attached hereto and incorporated hereUL] 

e. The new monthly coupon anotment»--establlshed pursuant to the Economy 
Diet Plan— are violative of the Food Stamp Act since said allotments are eon* 
slderably lower than the cost of obtaining an adequate nutritlcmal diet The allot- 
ments are unlawfully low for essentially two reasons. Fintt as set forth more 
fully below (see pages 22 to 25 infra], the cost of the Economy Diet Plan is an 
unreasonable measure for the cost of a nutritionally adequdte diet Even U.S.DA. 
admits that the Economy Diet Plan is an unreasonable measure for determining 
the cost of a nutritionally adequate diet : 

Studies show that few families spending at the level of the Economy Plan 
select foods that provide nutritionally adequate diets. The eoit of thU plan 
U not a rea$onable meoiure of boHo money needs for a good diet The public 
assistance agency that recognises the limitations of its clientele and Is Inter- 
ested in their nutritional well beincr will recommend a money allowance for 
food considerably higher than the cwt level of the Economy P!an. Many 
welfare agencies base their food cost standards on the U.S.DA. Low-Cost 
Food Flan which costs about 25 percent more than the Economy Plan. 
(U.S.DJI.. Agricultural Research Serrlce, Consumer and Food Economics 
Research Division* Sample Menus and Food List for One W^k based on 
U.S.D.A* Economy Family Food PUn/* (OA S2--28. Revised May 1968) at 1. 
Attached hereto, and incorporated herein, as Appendix B] (emphasis added) 

It is for this reason that U.8.D.A. has described the plan as one for "emergency 
use** and ''for temporary use when funds are low.** (U.S.D.Am Agricultural Re- 
search Service, Consumer and Food Economics Research Division, Family Food 
Plans Revised 1994** (1960). atS] (emphasis added) 

7. In Its last nationwide Food Consumption Survey (1965-1966). U.S.D.A. 
sought to determine the percentage of households—purchasing food at the Econ- 
omy Diet Plan cost level—that obtained an adequate nutritional dier. The stand- 
ard for nutritional adequacy used In the Survey— and u«ed by reputable nutri- 
tionists throughout the country — was the Recommended Dietary Allowances 
(hereinafter R.n.A.) of the National Academy of Sciences-National Research 
Council. The R.D.A. Is a list of nutritional component nmounts; a househoM 
is assured of an adequate nutritional diet If It consumes the full R.D.A.^ The 



* Recomm^ndM T>M»rf Allownneet. Sixth R^vlMd Kdltlon (1964). National Academy 
of Sciences. National Research Coancll Fob. 114S. 
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U.S.D.A. Food Consumption Surrey found that "less than 10 perwnt of the 
families studied in lUGT* who spent at the cost of the Economy Diet Plan** had 
obtained the UJ>.A. (U.S.D.A.. Agricultural Research Kerrice. Consumer and 
Food Economics Research Division (0/23/00), parw 8-10. Attached hereto, 
and incorporated herein, as Apliendix C] Even more startling, however, was 
U.S.D.A/8 finding tlmt "less tha« 50 iH»rct.»nr* of the fumilii»s studied—who had 
s|»ent at the cost of the Econmy Diet Plan— had obtained even two-thirds (%*8) 
of the aD.A. Ubid.} 

a In short, but as more fully set forth below face iwges 22 to 35, infra}, the 
cost of the Economy Diet Plan is an unreasonable basis for measuring **the cost 
of a nutritionally adequate diet** 17 U.S.C. |201G(a)l The cost level of the 
Eccaomy Diet Plan is an unreasonat>ly meager measure of the cost of pro- 
viding an adequate nutritional diet 

# # ♦ * ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ 

A. THE U.NaEA80N*ABtXIfC88 OF U9SN0 Till: ECONOMY DIET ftAX AS THE BASIS FOK 
OirrEaUSMXO the cost of a NUTRlTlOXAttY ADEQUATE mCT 

41. U.S.D.A. has admitted, in numerous publications, that the Economy Diet 
Plan is an unreasonable measure for determining the cost of a nutritionally 
adequate diet. In its publication explaining the usage of the Economy Diet Plan 
[set forth in full in Amiendix H], U.S.D.A. states: 

Studies show that few families spending at the le>*el of the Economy 
Plan select foods that provide nutritionally adequate diets. The coit of thU 
plan i$ not a rcaion4blc mcaiure of ha$ic money ncedi for a good diet. The 
public assistance agency that recognises the limitations of its clientele and 
in interested in their nutritional well-being will recommend n money allow- 
ance for food considerably higher tlian the cost level of tiie Economy Plan. 
Many welfhre agencies base their food cost standards on the U.S.D.A. 
Low-Cost Food J^lan which costs about 25 percent more than the Economy 
Plan. [Appendix B, at 1] (emphants added) 
On page 4 of the same publication, U.S.D.A. cautions that the Economy Diet 
Plan is **dcjtiffncd for temporary use when funds are limited.** [Appendix B, at 41 
(emphasis added) 

42. In another pulUication prepared hy U.S.I).A., the defendants reiterate 
their warnings about the I'}conomy Diet Plan: **Tbe economy plan is the least 
exfiensive of all the i>lans. ft U designed for temttorary or emergency u»e vshen 

funds are low ** [U.S.D.A., Agricultural Researt*h Serviw. Consumer ami 

Food Economics Research Division, "Family Food Plans Revised 1964** (Oct 
1009), at 31 (emphasis added) 

43. In still another publication prepared by the n.S.D.A. (appended in its en- 
tirety as Appendix C hereto], the defendants indicate that the United States 
Dei)artment of Ijibor has determined that the Economy Diet Plan is inadequate : 
"As the I^bor Department stated, it is unlikely that families will have good 
diete at the Economy Plan cost level.** [Appendix C, at 91 The publication goes 
on to admit that U.S.D.A. agrees with the Ijibor Department*s assessment and, 
therefore, suggests that the more exi>cnsive Low-Cost Food Plan ia more reason- 
able: "Nutritionists in the U.S.D.A. have recommended in the past and con* 
tinue to recommend that the Low*Cost Food Plan rather than the Economy Food 
Plan, be used as a standard of food money allowances by public assistance agen- 
cies.** [Appendix C, at 101 

44. One reason for the inadequacy of the Economy Diet Plan is because it was 
established for only moderately active persons who occupy essentially sedentary 
life styles. Since mo<t working poor people are not professionals or office work* 
ers, the Economy Diet Plan is inadequate for them. Since most teenagers are 
very active, the Economy Diet Plan is inadequate for them as well. 

45. Another reason for the Economy Diet Plan*s inadequacy Is because it fails 
to properly provide for the nutrient needs of adolescent*— those youngsters en- 
tering their peak growth rate. In particular, the protein needs of such ado* 
lescents are not fulfilled by Uie Economy Diet Plan. 

4d. The Economy Diet Plan is a w'holly unreasonable standard for determin* 
ing the cost of an adequate nutritional diet because it is entirely contrary to the 
food consumption habits of American households. Most households in the United 
States consume much more milk, meat, poultry, fi^, eggs, fruit and vegetables 
than Is provlded--or could be afforded— under the E^nomy Diet Plan. Similarly 
unreasonable, the Economy Diet Plan totally falls to take Into account the nu- 
tritional preferences of minority groups, those persons on the lowest rung of the 
economic ladder and consequently most dei)endent upon the Food Stamp 
Program. 
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47. Thnt Uie Economr Diet Plan Is »n untTawnnhlf mea««ro of nutHtlonnl 
adenuacy U nio«t iwlRnantly Indicated hs r.an.A.Vs nationwide Food Conwrnl^ 
tlim SurveyK. (The last nationwide Food Consumption Survey Is fully dcscritied 
in Apiwndix C. attached hereto and Inc(irpora(i»d herein] In the la«t nationwide 
Food Consumption Sun-ey. U.S-D.A. imujcht to deterniino what l>ercentnRe of 
fnnillle?!, s|>endlni? at the Economy Diet Plan cost level, obtained the full K-D-A. 
(Ar Indicated above (iwffe 5, paraf^raph 0. 9upra] the RD. A.— developed by 
the National Academy of Sclencen— Is the standard used by nutritionists throujoi* 
out the country as the measure of an adequate nutritional diet. A i>erson who 
c<m»umes the full RD.A. has an adequate nutritional diet.) 

4a According to U.S.I>.A.'s nationwide Food Consumption Survey, 1es« than 
10 |»ercent" of thi>se i>ersons studied who s|>ent at the cost of the Economy Diet 
Plan obtained the full R.D.A. (Awiondix C, at 8-10) Even more startling, how- 
ever. Is U.S.n.A.'s lindlnif and admission that "less tlian 60 percent" of those 
I»er«ons studied who siient at the cost of the Bconomy Diet Plan obtained even 
two-thlrds (%'s) of the B.D.A. (Appendix 0, at 8-10] 

40. The Economy DIot Plan Ik, consequently, completely inadequate and Inap- 
propriate as a measure of "the cost of a nutritionally adequate diet" By using 
the Economy Diet Plan as the cost of a nutritionally adequate diet, therefore, 
the defendants unreasonably violated the requirements of the Food Stamp Act (7 
U.S.C.82016(a) :Hee.als<>,7U.S.C. II SOU, 2013(a) and 2014(a)! 

». THE rOOD STAMP COUPON AUX>TMK5TS AKK SUaSTANTIAlXY LESS TIIA» THE C06T8 
OP TUG ECONOMY DIET TtXK 

60. As set forth In |»arairraphs 41 to 40 Iimices 22 to 25, supral the Ecomimy 
Diet Plan l« an unreasonably low measure of -the cost of a nutritionally adequate 
diet." Despite thix. however, the dcfendanU CMtahlhhcd coupon allotmcnU that 
are mueh tc9$ than even the ooit of the Economy Diet Plan for ail of the plain^ 
tiffs herein, ^ „ 

51. The costs of the Economy Diet Plan, as determined hy r/.^?./)..4., are fully 
set forth In At)S)endlx A [attached hereto and Inconwnit'^ herelnl. As described 
In Appendix A, the average United States costs of the Bconomy Diet Plan— based 
exclusively on U.S.D.A.'s own fljcures— for all of the plaintiffs are subsUntlalty 
hlKlier than the allotments provided said plaintiffs. 

52. Moreover, the ayerase Northeast cost of the Economy Diet Plan— bas«d 
exclusively on U.8.D.A.'s own fljctires— Is thirteen l)ercent (137r) hiaher than 
the Economy Diet Plan's averaice United States costs. Since the named Individual 
plaintiffs reside In the northeast Uni: >d States, their couiwn allotments should 
Imve been adjusted to reflect tlils 137o Increase. 

DEP0SITI0.NS Taken Prom USDA WrrwESSEs Re Ixadequact op Economy 

Food Piax 

• # # # • • * 

F illowlnjc are excerpts from de|)osltlons taken In the case of Miriam Rodteay 
TS. The ncpartmcnt^f Agnculture, et al. Civil Action No. 255.V71. The Questions 
were put by Mr. Ronald Pollack, E«q. for llie Plaintiff. The An-^^Vrs In the first 
set of excer|>ts were provldeil by Dr. Robert Rlr^k. Director of Consumer and 
Food Economic Research Division, Aarlculttiral Research, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture. The Answers In the second set of excerpts were provided by Rfcharcl 
liynir. Assistant Secretary for U.S. Department of Agriculture. The Depositions 
were taken on May 15, 1972. 

Questions and Answers with Dr. Rlxek testlfylni^ to known Inadequacies In 
the E<-ononiy Food Plan, und to the fact tliat persons relying on the Economy 
Pood Plan— particularly In the North Eastern L*nlted States, ami In lar«re fsm- 
Illes— may not obtain a nutritious diet The deposition further reveals thnt the 
Depiirtment bnd knowleilKe that the cost of food iuid risen by i\n amount m^ater 
than the Increase In the food stamp allotment. 

Q. Please feel free at any time to consult any of your notes tbat you brought 
with you. 

Mr. Thomas Indicated Iti iils aflldavit tb*«t the economy diet plan does not pro- 
vide the full recommended dietary allowances for four nutrients. 
A. Timt Is vitamin B-12, folic acid and magnesium. 
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Q. Xow whpn you determine the nutritional needs of people, what assumption 
do you make about the physical activity of the i>e«ple who would be eating these 
diets. 

A. We do not do this. This is set by the National Academy. The National 
Academy determines that. 
Q. I am sorry. I improperly phrased my question. 

\Yhen you establish your various plans like the economy diet plan, what as- 
sumptions do you ujake in terms of the physical level of activity of the people 
who would be using these plans? 

A. They are based on the RDA's requirements, as set by the National Academy 
of Sciences. 

Q. Except for these four nutrients. 

A. Except for these four nutrients. 

Q. Well, isn't it true that when yon established the economy diet plan, that 
you established it for moderately active persons as opposed to very active per- 
sons or more active persons? 

A. No. the economy diet plan was established for leaders to help people who 
had only a limited amount of money to spend for food. 

Q. When you set it for people with a limited amount of food, what was your 
assumption about their activity level? 

A. They would be average. 

Q. Average? 

A. As based on the RDA's. 

Mr. Pollack. I would ask to be marked for identification a document that .^states 
on the top Family Foml Budgeting. It is an article prepared by the Agricultural 
Research Service. 

(The above referred to document was marked PlaintilTs Exhibit Number E 
for identification.) 
By Mr. Pollack: 

Q. I place before you Family Food Budget for Good Meals and Good Nutrition 
preiuired by the I>epartment of Agriculture, the Consumer and Food Economics 
Division of the Department of Agriculture. I would ask for you to describe what 
this pamphlet purports to contain. 

Mr. Weroig. If he is familiar with it 

By. Mr. Pollack : 

Q. If you are familiar with it 

A. This is to assist families in their budgeting of food. 

Q. Does this pamphlet at all describe the various food plans that have been 
devised hy the Agricultural Research Service? 
A. Tes. as indicated here it does. 

Q. And is one of those plans the economy food plan that we have been referring 
to? 
A Yes. 

Q. I would ask you to turn to page 11. 1 would ask yon read the first full para- 
graph on the right side starting with the term "the quantities of food." 

A. "The quantities of food for adults are based on the need of moderately 
active persons. Such persons spend about eight hours daily at light industry or 
oflice work, three to four hours at moderate exercise or housework and four to 
five hours in sedentary activities such as watching television, sewincr or rending, 
or such persons may spend eight hours in such activity as gardening, light agri- 
cultural jobs, laboratory work, store clerking, teaching or housewoA. one or 
two hours in lieht exercise, and six to .seven hours in sodentary activities? 

Q. Now do people who are inTolved in this and who have more phjrelcal activ- 
ities, are their nutritional needs greater or are they lesser normally? 

A. I could not say. 

Q. Well, conld you m^ke any statement about whether nersons normally need 
more nutrition or less nutrition when they lead actlTe lives? 
Mr. Wermo. I would object to that characteriiatlon. 

Mr. Pollack. I am willing to rephrase that I am not sure what your objec- 
tion is .though. 
'Sir. WERDTa I don't know what an active life Is. 
By Afr. Pollack : 

Q. Well, let's assume that person X leads an Inactive life. He mainly doAS a 
lot of sitting down and doesn't run around very much. And another person 
mnybe is Involved in rieorous phvsirnl artivitv. normal Iv which person do you 
think would require more nutrition? Would the former or the latter? 
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A. I would, not being a nutritionalist. say probably the latter but here again 
I think it would depend on the persons themselves. 

Q. Certainly but normally, and I am not saying In every single case, normally 
thr person who is more physically active would require more nutrition? 

A. Probably. 

Q. Wouldn't that mean that a perdon who is very active, who is more than 
moderately active, would require m^.re nutrition than the so-called moderately 
active person? 
^ A. I suppose sa 

Q. So that the economy diet plan when it is established for the moderatelv 
active person would not quite fulfill the nutrition.il needs of i>ersons who are 
more active than the so-called moderately active persons? 

♦♦♦♦♦♦♦ 

By Mr. Pollack : 

Q. Do your food consumption surveys show that less than 10 percent of the 
people i5pending at the cost level of the economy diet plan obtain the full RDA? 
A. I believe that was published. 

Q. Do you know what percentage? Is it under lOpercent? 
A. I think it was lOpercent. 

Q. It said less than 10 percent in material that we have presented to the Secre- 
tary* this morning. AVould you know how much. 

A. I do not know right off hand. I think it was around 10 percent Now. I do 
not know the exact number. It is published. 

percentage of people who obtained less than two- 
thirds of the RDA, based on food purchases at the cost level of the economy diet 
plan w'as? 

A. I do not have those. 

Q. It is under 50 percent, is it not? 

A. I do not know. It is in published materials but I do not have them 
Q. Can we have Plaintiff's Exhibit No. A? 

I place before you PlaintifTs Exhibit No. A and i would nsk you to read page 8 
to yourself. It need not be read in the record. Just the top. 
A. Yes. 

Q. Does it not indicate that less than 50 percent of the persons spending at the 
cost level of the economy diet plan obtain even two thirds of the recommended 
dietary allowances? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Do you know what the percentage is? This paper was prepared by your 
office. 

A. It says less than 50 percent 

Q. You don't know what that Is? 

A. I do not know the exact numbers. 

Q. You have no reason to disagree with that statistic? 

A. No. 

Q. I would ask for PlaintifTs Exhibit No. B be placed before the witness. 

describe that document that has Just been placed before vou, Plain- 
tifTs Exhibit No. B? 

A. It is on family food plans. 
Q. Prepared by? 

A. Consumer and Food Economics Research Division, ARS. 
Q. What does that pamphlet provide in terms of information? 
A. It describes the various, the four food plans as developed l)y the Agricul- 
tural Re«:earch Services. 
Q. I would ask you to turn to page lO of that document, would you? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Would you read into the record on the top of the chart on page 10? 

A. Table 5. Economy Food Plan, Economy Family Food Plan. Revised 1964. 
'•Designed for temporary use when funds are limited.** 

Q. Do you have any reason to doubt the veracity of what it contained in that 
pamphlet? 

A. No. 

Q. Was the economy food plan prepared for temporary use when funds were 
limited? 

A. Yes, that is what is indicated in the publication. 

Q. And you agree that the plan was designed for temporary use? 

A. Yes. 
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Q. So it was not designed for permanent use? 

A. Well, it was designed for people that were— well, it was designed to help 
people budget their plans. It wasn't designed for family i)eople. 
Q. Just for a temporary period of time, is that correct? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Xow, what would you define as the length of time that is a temporary period 
of time? 

A. I don't know that any time designation had been established. 
• • • ♦ ♦ ♦ ♦ 

Q. I would ask that the next item be marked for identification. It is also pre- 
pared by the Agricultural Research Service and Consumer and Food Economics 
Research Division and it is entitled Sample Menues and Food List for One Week 
Based on the United States Department of Agriculture Food Program. It is a 
four page document and I would ask it be marked for identification. 

(The above referred to document was marked Plaintiif's Exhibit Xo. F for 
identification.) 

By Mr. Pollack: 

Q. I would ask each of these documents be made a part of this record. 
Doctor Rizek, I would ask you to describe what this pamphlet purports to 
contain. 

A. This provides a menu plan for the meals of various days of the week, three 
meals a day, as to the quantity and types of food. 

Q. Is it fair to say, Dr. Rizek, that this document describes the economy food 
plan? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Dr. Rizek, can you read from the first page the last paragraph and read 
that into the record? 

A. "Studies show that few families spending at the level of the economy plan 
select foods that provide nutritionally adequate dietis. The cost of this plan is 
not a reasonable measure of basic money needs for a good diet. The public assist- 
ance agencies that recognize the limitations of its clientele and is interested in 
their nutritional well being will recommend a money allowance for food consid- 
erably higher than the cost of the economy diet plau. Many welfare agencies base 
their food costs on the United States Department of Agriculture food plan, which 
costs about 25 percent more than the economy plan." 

Q. Is there anything in that paragraph you disagree with? 

A. Xo. this is a statement that has been made and published. 

Q. And you agree with that statementas prepared by your agency? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Well, if only a few* persons spending at that level of the economy diet plan 
receive nutritional adequacy, as that pamphlet states, do you think it is reason- 
able to base food stamp coupon allotments that are supposed to provide nutri- 
tional adequacy or an opportunity for nutritional adequacy on the economy diet 
plan? 

Mr. Werdio. If vou are able to answer the question. 

The Witness. That is outside of my area of expertise. The food stamp pro- 
gram is outside of my area. 
Bv Mr. Pollack : 

Q. Has your acency advised the Secretary that only a few families .spending at 
the cost level of the economy d^et plan obtain nutritional adequacy? 
A. Yes. it is in our publications. 

Q. Is the Secretary aware of that? The Secretary indicates that he relies 
heavilv on vour agency and I wanted to know whether the Secretary is aware 
of the* fact that vou have just stated that only a few^ families spending at the 
cost level of the economy diet plan obtain nutritional adequacy. Has your agency 
informed him of this? 

A. I believe so. 

Q. And despite that he established coupon allotments at the level of the econ- 
omy diet plan? 
A. Well. I am not .sure where they were established. 

Q. Well, if the cost of the plan is not a reasonable measure of basic money 
needs for a cood diet, what is a reasonable measure of basic money needs for a 
good diet? What plan is there? ^ ^ ,^ ^, 

A. I am not .qure thnt you can sny anv plan because at any cost level plan 
the spending for food does not assure an adequate diet. 
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Q. There is no question about that. Obviously people can always spend their 
money on items that are not the best selection but you have stated and you 
have agreed that the cost of the economy food plan is not a reasonable measure 
of basic money needs for a good diet. Now, I am asking you what is a reasonable 
measure of basic money needs for a good diet ? 

A. I can't answer that. I don't think there is an answer to that. 

Q. You don't think there is an answer to the question what is a reasonable 
measure of basic money needs for a good diet? 

Mr, Webdio. I believe he answered the question Mr. Pollack. 

By Mr. Pollack : 

Q. So with all of the research that has been done by the Agricultural Research 
Service, you cannot come up with a measure for determining what is the reason- 
able basic money needs for a good diet? 

A. No. 

Q. You cannot? But the economy diet plan is not such a reasonable measure 
as you have indicated, is that correct? 
A. Right. 

♦ ♦♦♦«.'♦* 

Q. In essence, the definition of the economy diet plan is 80 percent of the 
cost level of the low cost plan ? 
A. Right. 

Q. But how would you determine the cost of the economy diet plan for a par- 
ticular family? 

A. This is based on the age, sex, composition of the family. 

Q. Is it fair to say that for each household there would be a different cost of 
the economy diet plan if it has a different age, sex composition? 

A. Right, that Is so stated and so shown in our sheets. 

Q. Did you recommend to the Secretary any particular figure to be used as the 
cost level of the economy diet plan or did your agency recommend any cost figure 
as the cost of the economy diet plan? 

A. We publish the cost of the economy plan as well as the other four plans 
quarterly, which indicates the costs for various compositions of families and 
individuals. 

Q. Did you give the Secretary any imrticular figure which Would denote what 
the cost of the economy diet plan is? 
A. Well, not to the Secretary directly, to the Food and Nutrition Service. 
Q. What was that figure? 
A. Which period? 
Q. Well, most recently. 

A. In December it was $111.10 for a family of four. 
Q. When you say a family of four, what do you mean? 

A. A family of four. A man, a woman 20 to 35 years of age and a child 6 to 8 
and a boy 9 to 12. 

Q. For a different sex-age composition the cost of the economy diet plan could 
be higher or could be lower, could it not? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Now. on what basis did you use this hypothetical family of four? Is this 
the average United States family? 

A. It is a hypothetical family that was set up. We also show a family of four 
with pre-school children. It is a guide. 

Q. But it is by no means the average United States family, is It? 

A. No, well. I don't know. 

Q. Do you have a person working in your department named Betty Peterkin? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Who is she? 

A. A research home economist. 

Q. Does she have any familiarity with this plan? 

A. Yes. 

Q. Is she likely to know— and you can't know for sure whether she does but 
is she likely to know whether this information is based on an average or 
hyiKithetical family? 

A. Well. I really don't know. It is a hypothetical family, I believe. 
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Q. Now, I would ask the next exhibit to be marked No. G. 
(The above referred to document was marked Plaintiff's Exliibit No. G for 
identification.) 
By Mr. Pollack ; 

Q. Dr. Rizek, I place before you Plaintiff's Exhibit G. It is a letter addressed 
to me, Konald Pollack, by a home economist mimed Better Peterkin. The letter 
is dated December 1. 1971, prior to initiation of this lawsuit, and it is written 
oil the stationery of your ofBce. I would ask you to read her resiK>nse to the first 
question. Well, in fact read the question into the record as well. 

A. **What is the basis for the make up of a family of four with school children 
for which the cost of food at home is estimated?" 

Answer: **A four person family with two elementary school children is the 
only sample family which cost estimates are given on a regular basis. There is 
no research basis for this family composition. Cost of food estimates are pro- 
vided for individuals in each of 26 essential groups to allow cost estimates for 
families of different compositions." 

Q. Do you have any information that would lead you to disagree with her 
response to question number one? 

A. No. 

Q. So then you would agree that the four person family that yon Just de- 
scribed for which the cost of the economy diet plan as of December was some- 
what over $111, you would agree then that this is not an average United States 
family? 

A. It is a sample family, yes. 

Q. You would agree yon have no research showing what Is a typical family 
composition? 
A. No, not so designated. 

Q. So that to say that the cost of the economy diet plan is upwards of .$111 
as of December is really just the cost of the economy diet plan purely for a 
hypothetical family? 

A. For a sample family. 

Q. It is not necessarily related to what is the cost for most families in this 
country? 
A. I believe it is an estimate. 

Q. On what basis? You Just said there has been no research to determine this. 
A. Based on our 65-66 household food consumption survey. 
Q. That would show you this is a typical family. Then you would disagree 
that 

A. It shows that the economy plan does represent the average age-sex com- 
position and not the hypothetical family of four but when yon planj.ont or cost 
out per different sized families ^ 

Q. Okay, that is fine. But I am askinc: you whether that hypothetical family 
then at all refiects the average U.S. family? 

A. No, it is a sample. It is not an average family. . 

Q. Dr. Rizek, we were croing over the cost of the economy diet plan jnst before 
we interrupted for lunch. If I may, I would like to go over what the cost of 
the economy diet plan is for several households. Not many. But I place before 
you a paner and pencil. I also place before you what has been marked as Plain- 
tiff's Exhibit No. C. Would you please describe what Plaintiff*s Exhibit C 
purports to represent? 

A. This is the cost of food at home estimated for the economy food plan, 
September of 1071. US average. 

Q. This would be up to date as for September, 1&71? 

A. As for September of 1071. 

Q. This would not refiect the cost of food that has changed since September 
of 1071 to the present time? 
A. No. this is for September of 1971. 
Q. And who prepared this document? 

A. It is prepared in my division, the Consumer and Food Economics Research 
Division. 

Q. Are you familiar with its contents? 
A. Vos, T am. 

Q. Are you familiar with how to utilize the plan? 
A. Yes. 
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Q. I would like to try for several households. I would like to determine what 
is the cost of the economy diet plan for various household groups. 
A. Okay. 

Q. If I may, I would like to start with a household that is actually the House- 
hold of one of the plaintiffs in this case, Miriam Rodway. Now, this is a U 
person household and I think you are probahlj* going to need a pencil for this. 

Mrs. Rodway is 36 years of age and she has four sons. 

A. Okay. 

Q. Their ages are 18, 16, 13 and 11. And she has six girls ages 15, 14, 12, 10, 
and 9 and 8. 

Now, could you please figure out, based on this chart, what the cost of the 
economy diet plan would be for this household as of September, 1071. 
Mr. Webdio. Mr. Pollack, don't you already have the figure? 
Mr. Pollack. We haven't verified its accuracy. 
The Witness. You have $208.90? 
Mr. Pollack. Xo, but I am close. I have $291.42. 
By Mr. Pollack : 

A. I think you are basing it on March 1972 figures and that is why 
A. Ves, that probably raised the children's ages up. 

Q. Well, I understand now. Your figures are for March of 1972. What is the 
cost of the economy diet plan for the Rodway household? 
A. $298.90. 

Q. What is the cost of the economy diet plan for the McKnight household? 
A. $309.30. 

Q. What is the cost of the economy diet plan for the Hollis household? 
A. $229.20. 

Q. What is the cost of the economy diet plan for the Robinson household? 
A. $217.40. 

Q. What is the cost of the economy diet plan for the Butler household? 
A. $211.30 

Q. What is the cost of the economy diet plan for the Walker household? 
A. $102.30. 

Q. What is the cofit of the economy diet plan for the Angilettia household? 
A. $211. 

Q. What is the cost of the economy diet plan for the James family ? 
A. $210.20. 

Q. And what is the cost of the economy diet plan for the McArthur household^ 
A. $94 60. 

Q. What is the most recent publication you have of thM 
I note this has the figures for September of 1971. Your figures are for which 
I»criod? 
A. March. 

Q. You have a similar sheet as this one. right? 
A. Correct. 

Q. Could you provide that as well? 

Mr. Pollack. I would like this marked as Plaintiff's Exhibit No. H. 
(The above referred to document was marked Plaintiff's Exhibit No. H for 
identification.) 
By Mr. Pollack : 

Q. Now, you indicate in your computation that the cost of the economy diet 
plan for the Rodway family as of March 1972 is 1298.90. 
A. That is right. 

Q. Now presently tlie Rodway household is receiving $228 in food ^tamp cou- 
IK)ns. I am not asking you to verify that. You don*t know thit .is a matter of 
fact Now, can the Rodway household purchase the economv diet plan for its 
households for $228? 

A. I do not know. 

Q. Well, now you indicated that the cost of the economy diet p'an fir them is 
$298 and change. Their coupon allotment is $228.70. 
A. There are economies of scale. 

O. Didn't you take the economies of scale into account when you made the 
computation? 
A. Yes, I did but there are other economies of scale. 
Q. Such as what? 
A. In the food stamp allotment 
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A. I could not answer that. I do not know. 

«ttever. '''' ''''' ^<>^^<'^^^^^ ^^^^^^^^^ 

A. I do not know. 
Q. ^^^lo wouUl know? 
A. I don't really know. 

Q. What do yon mean it exceeds the information von have'' 
A. ^ on don t have any Information about what it costK thP hnii«:phnwi tn r.«^ 
chase the economy diet plan. I thought that was whaftte cLrt 

A. from our !• owl Consumption Surveys of which there was nation-wide rnn 

a! R^gM? '"""^ *^ " ^"^ consumption survey? 

Q. Tliat is wliat the Department uses? 

A. On estimating the economies of scale of the larger sized fanUHe* Wi.f «!.«.. 
you go above six mrson households the sample of over six or m„rf n^f 
'i^Z'J: determine ll,ether there are further 'econou^^^^or disJcTom of scale 
^i^lTJ- consumption survey of various sized "amiMes the 

o"*?""^ ^i?"*' assuming that there was another economv of scale 
TmererrjI^Ld """""^^ '''' with ^S^'foTi'fs 

A. The cost is such, there is a difference, ves. 
Q. So, they could not purchase it? 
A. No, they could not purchase this plan. 

fo?\hel\«"o'dV"'^^'^'^ """"""^ ^"'"'''''^ ^^"^ ^""""^y ^^^^ ^8 

A. Yea, I gmess it is so. 

Mc^.niJhfhoTrhoId'WS'"' " tl-e 

A. That is the cost of the economy plan. 

Q. Co'*'*^^' ^0"^^ ^bey purchase the economy diet plan with $228^ 
A. The same answer would apply. 
Q. They cannot? 
A. They cannot. 

Q. Now, the Hollis household is somewhat smaller. It is of nine persons So it 
is still a pretty larj:. hou.sehold. Ton indicated that it costs >52a2rfTthVm to 
purchase the economy diet plan. Could they get the economy diet plan with 

A. No. 

1* ^* T^e Rohincon household Is an eicht person household. Tonr Indication Is that 
it costs them ^217.40 to purchase the economy diet plan. Can thev obtain the 
economy aiet plan with $180? * 
A. No. 

Q. Now. the Butler household i<i similarly an eljrht person honseiiold Tour 
inforn-.atfon i<s the e^^onomv diet nlan wonid cost fhnt household $211.30. Could 
thev purchase the economy diet plan for $180? 

A. No. 

Q. Now. the Walker household Is a smnHer household Thev ore rompoQed of 
three person^. Tour Information Is that It would cost them 2^10230 to ohtnin the 
economv diet plan. Can they obtain the economy diet plan for $88? 

A. No. 
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Q. The Anullettia household is composed of eight persons. Your information is 
that it costs them $211 to obtain the economy diet plan. Can they obtain the 
ocononiy diet plan for $180? 

A. Xo. 

Q. The James houseliold your information is that it costs them $210,20 to ob- 
tain the economy diet plan. Can they obtain the economy diet plan for $164? 
A. X(». 

Q. The McArtluir HousehoUL your information i.s that it would cost them $94.60 
to obtain the econ<»my diet plan. Could they obtain the economy diet plan for $88? 
A. Xo. 

Q. So that for the coupon allotments these individual*; are currently provided 
thi>y could not obtain the economy diet plan? 

A. X«, but the^e families are not typical of the average food .<tamp family. 
******* 

Q. Does your survey purport to show what is the average age-sex composition 
of a household? 

I>idn't you just te>tify before we went to lunch that you agreed with Mrs. 
Peter kin that there was no data in your agency to come uj) with the average age- 
sex Composition of the I'nited State> households? 

A. Right. I did. But from the '<m survey—hut ba.se<l upon that sample, which 
was not designed to obtaining an average age-sex composition, it was a food con* 
sumption survey. 

Q. Okay. But you still stand with the position that you don't know what the 
average-age sex composition of a U.S. family is? 
A. Xo. 

Q. You do not know ? When you say no, do you mean — 
A. I do not. 

Q. Xow, when you had provided us with this information concerning the cost 
of the economy diet plan, were you not telling us what the average T.S. cost of 
the economy diet plan was for a typical household? For a hypothetical houj^e* 
hold? 

A. Yes, this is the U.S. average cost. 

Q. Xow, is it fair to say thnt In some regions of the United States the cost of 
the economy diet plan would be higher than the U.S. average cost of the economy 
diet plan? 

A. There are regional differences in food prices. 

Q. And, therefore. Is it not so that the cost of the economy diet plan may be 
higher in some areas than the average U.S. cost of the economy diet plan? 
A. It could be higher and it could be lower. 

Q. So your answer really is there are some places where it is higher? 
A. Yes, food prices differ. 

Q. Yes, by the definition of average there are some higher and some lower. 

Isn't the cost of food more expensive in the Northeast than it is in the United 
States as a whole? 

A. The Northeast and the West are higher than the South. 

Q. Now, I would once again place before you Plaintiffs Exhibit Number C, 
which is the cost of food at home estimated for the economy diet plan, September 
1971, U.S. average. Now, I would ask you to read the figures contained under 
Northeast and could you compare what the monthly total is for the U.S. average 
cost as opposed to the Northeast monthly cost of the economy diet plan for 
households? 

A. -First of all, these are only estimates. We do not provide 

Q. I don't think I asked that question. I will get to that question. I will give 
you plenty of opportunity to respond to that. Could you Just read the figures, the 
monthly figures of the U.S. average cost of the economy diet plan for a family of 
four school children and what the average Northeast cost of the economy diet 
plan is for the Northeast? 

A. I would like to question you, sin Now these were supplied to the McGovern 
Committee. They were asked to supply an estimate. What we recommended and 
what we suggested was for that There are no data available and so this was our 
best estimate using 80 percent of the low cost plan. 

Q. I just want to clarify it. When you say McGovern Committee 

A. The Senate committee. 
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Q. The Senate Select Committee on Xutrition and Hmnan Needs? 

So yon provided that information to the Senate Select Committee on Xutrl- 
tioji and Human Nei*ds^ , , , 

A. Yes, we provide(J\vhat they should do but there are no data available in the 
Northeast area. ^ 4 , ,^ 

Q. The Information pro\ided was provided by the Department of Agriculture 
and your agency In particular? 

Q. Ami they would suggest what you believe to be the best information that 
von have what the cost of the economy diet plan would be in the Northeast for 
those various four families : the family of two— 20 to 35 year olds : two— 55 to 75 
year olds; family of three preschool children: the family of four school children. 

A. Yes. " ^ _ 

Q, What is the cost as of September of 1972 of the economy diet plan for the 
U.S. average for the family of four school children? 

A. $124. 

Mr. Werdio. September of what? 

Mr. Pollack. September of 1971 for the average U.S. 

The Witness. $109.70. 

By Mr. Pollack: ^ 
Q. And what i« the average Northeast cost for that same household / 
A. $124. 

Q. Ami according to your best data as yon provided the Senate Select Com- 
mittee on Nutrition and Hmnan needs there is approximately a 13 percent dif- 
ferential between the co.<t of the economy diet plan in the Northeast as opposed 
to the cost (»f the economy diet plan, U.S. average? ^ ^. ca 

A. There is a 13 percent difference in the low cost plan of which this 80 per- 
cent was taken of the low cost plan. So it reflects a 13 percent difference in the 
economy plan. , , , * i * 

Q Let's Rct more specific. I think I understand what yon are saying, I just 
want to make sure that the record refiects it. I think we both agree with what * 
yon jnst said. Yon have data concerning the differential between the cost of the 
iow cost diet plan, U.S. average and Northeast 

A. Yes. we have regional cost estimates for the low cost liberal and moderate 

q! Okay. And you agree, as yon stated'previously, that the definition of the 

economy diet plaii is 80 percent of the low cost plan? 

A. Yes, but the 13 percent difference * 4. a 

Q I-et me pursue this and then you will have plenty of opportunity to respond 

in cross examination. Yon determined that the cost differential of the low co^t ) 

food plan. U.S. average, as opposed to the Northeast average was 13 percent? 
A. Yes. I believe that Is correct. . ^ , * «i « 

Q. And since the economy diet plan is 80 percent of the low cost plan, there ^ 

would be approximately the same differential? 

Q slf^hat according to yoilr Information the differential in t^e cost of the \ 
economy diet plan for the Northeast as opposed to the United «tate^ average : 
is 13 percent? J 

Q. Now. If one took each of these age-sex grouns. won^d the d»ffe'-enee in the » 

Northeast cost of the economv diet plan he also npp'-oximateiy 13 -ereent as t 

onposed to the U.S. cost of the economy diet plan for these va-ions age-sex ^ 

gronpo? i 

Q. Ifthat taking only from the figures in Annendir C. th-t ?s RyhiMt C j 

excuse me. for a child under one year of age the monthly cost of the economy ! 
d»et Plan. U.S. average, as of September 1971 was $12,60? 

A Yes 

o" To "determine the cost of the economy diet plan of the Northeast average < 

as of September 1971 for such child It would be $12.00 phis 13 percent approU- . 

A.^'l do not believe that would bold on children tinder one ywr of age because 
the 13 percent difference between the Northeast and the U.S. average Is not 
price alone. It Is on commodities and It Is not a price differential In a child 
under one who would be primarily drinking milk and eating Cereal 



ERLC 



771 



Q. All light. Let's take some of these. I don't want to stick to a child under 
one .vear of age but you have agreed that the cost of the economy diet plan is 13 
percent liigher roughly in the Northeast than it is from the U.S. average. 

Let's take a woman aged 20 to 35 years. You show here that the cost of the 
economy diet plan, U.S. average, is $27.40. 

A. Yes. 

Q. So that to get the average cost of it for u woman age 20 to 35 years in 
the Northeast, you would add roughly 13 percent to$2T.40? 
A. Yes. 

Q. For a man 20 to 35 years of age you show that the cost of the economv 
diet plan, U.S. average, as of September of 1971 is $31.80. To determine the cost 
of a man age 30 to 35 years of age. living in the Northeast as of September of 
it would be approximately $31.80 plus 13 percent? 

A. Kight. 

Q. For a boy 0 to 12 years of age you showed here that the cost of the econ- 
oiny diet plan for September of 1971, US. average, is $27.20. To deteruiine the 
cost of the economy diet plan for such a boy in the Northeast it would be 
.?2i.20 plus 13 percent Is that correct? 

A. Yes. 

Q. For a girl 9 to 12 years of age you show that Uie U.S. average cost as of 
St'pteml>er 19il was $26.50. To determine the same cost for a girl in the North- 
oast, in September of 1071 it would be $26.50 plus 13 |)er(ont. is that correct? 

A. los 

il Have you gotten data concerning the increase in the cost of food over the 
p:ist several months and the past year? 
A. Ye<. 

g. Could you tell me base<l on the latest information thai, vou have what was 
the ineivase in the cost of food over the past year? 

fn:^r^^'?• \ \"t^® ^'^"^ December 1970, this is the Consumer Price Index 
fuUr^ ^" 1^70 to 118.2 in 

th:^>i:;;i^^^^^^^^^^^ you have anything 

.\. This shows from March 1971 was 115.1. March of 1972 it was 120.6 This 

Q. So that the cost of food increased by 4.8 percent? 
A. Yes. 

Q. That is your latest data? 
A. Yes. 

Q. We have no data at this point for April? 
A. It should be out in a couple of days. 

thl?t ;i.e^ CrP?fi^ "^^^^ ^^^1 ^' ^""^ y.^^ ^'"t are you familiar 

lrUor%nXdSals? "' ^"^^^"^^ ^o provide 
A. Yes. 

Q. ^yhslt (lata did he use? Was it from March to March? IIi« regulations u-^rp 

promulgated in April. Did he use the March figures? regmations \>ere 
A. I do not know. 
Mr. Kocher would know. 

in ?; o"^ ^"^^^^ ^'^"' ^^"^^ you read into the record what the differenre 

ill the cost of food was from February of 1971 to February of lOi"? 

A. 1 do not have ' -fe. 

Q. Do you have any for January? 

A. Xo. 

Q. You have only the December and March? 
A. December and March. 
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^^Q.^And from March, 1971. to March. 1972 there was a 4.8 differential in the 
A. Yes. 
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Q. From Marcli to March? 
A. Xo. I do not. 

Q. What is the latest data you have? 

A. I luivo from March of 1972, u.viiig tlie U.S. aver;ij;u — no, 1 do not Iiave this 
r(';:ioimI 

Q. Do yon liave nnytliiiig on the regional price differences? Wliat is tlie latest 
luontli you have for tliat? 

A. Tills is tlie market basket concept. It .shows the Northeast as 3.4 percent 
greater tliau tlie U.S. average. 

Q. No, I am asking the difference in the costs from one month to the following 
year in the Northeast. 1 am not trying to find out anything else right now. 

A. Xo. I don't have that data available. 

Q. Okay. It Would approximate probably somewhere around what the U.S. 
Jiniip was? 

A. Yes. it nio\es togetlior. 

"* * A 5ft J, A - 

Q. Wh:it is thai market basket? 

.V. It provides v.n estimate of the difference in food prices that these people par- 
^•h;l^('d iialion-wide with regional price diftereiiees that occur. 
<i. I?ut .\0H don't know what tluit food ha.'^ket precisely is? 
A. Yes. we liave the (pianlities niid .so forth that 

0 Well, you indicated that the cost increase in Now York is even higher than 
the C().<!t incroa.se fdr the Northeast as a whole. Is that correct? 
A. Ye.s. 

Q. W<»nld tliat not mean then that the cost diiTerential of the low cost plan 
in New York is inoji' tlian percent liiclier than the lost cost plan. TT.S. 
average? 

A. Yes. 

Q. You wouldn't have tlie precise figures? 
A. The numbers. 

Q. Kut the figures for New York would obviously lie con.siderably higher than 
they are for tlie Northeast as a whole? 
A. Yes. 

Q. It makes sense because the Northeast iiiehide.s Maine and New Ilaiiipshiro 
and lesser food cost areas than New York City, I would take it? 
.V. Correct. 

« A % % ^ « 

Q. Wait a minute. To determine the cost of the low cost plan you have to have 
a precise market basket? 
A. Right. 

Q. In other word.**, if you have one apple and three prunes and two bananas, 
that is a market basket. 
A. Right. 

Q. Now. for you to determine the cost of the low cost plan in the West you 
have to use that same market basket otherwise it is a different plan? 
A. It Is. 

Q. I ain asking you for one plan, the lost cost plan. Is the U.S. plan a single 
market basket that covers the entire United States? 
When you use that U.S. market basket, is that one plan? 
A. Then your Northeast would be 3.4 percent higher than the U.S. average. 
Q. With the low co.st plan? 
A. Yes. 

Q. .VII right. This is a substantial change in your testimony from previously. 
By Mr. Oravetz : 

Q. Is there a regional low cost food plan? 
A. Yes. 

Q. How can there be a regional low cost food plan and not an economy food 
plan since the ec<aioiny food plan is 80 percent of the low cost food plan? 

A. In estimating the costs of the economy food plan, it is estimated as 80 
T>ereent of the U.S. average low cost plan and that cost or amount of money will 
provide this market iMisUet of food. 
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Q. The low cost food plan is worked out hy rejiioii and tlint Is what Is nclually 
avnilahlo in those n»i;ioiis. Is that correct V 

A. Tlu'io is a low cost food plan for the V,iS. as uoi! as tlio four rc^ionv. 
Xow, woiildu't it he a hettor Indirntion of wlnit the comparative eo>t?> of 
fodcis are to apply the Hiireau ut haluir ^Statistics prices to the low co>t food plan 
hroKen down Uy re;,'iinisV 

A. \o. this does nut relloct :)rleo differences entirely. It represents partly pihe 
dilferenet»> and the food In i bits of the people. 
liy .Mr. PoMjvcK : 

i^. Maylte he didn't ander.stand tlie qnestion. 

If yon look the IJ.S, low cc»st food plan 

A. Ul«ht. 

(Continnlnj:.) and then you have tlie HF.S price that ont 

A. Yes. 

Q. (Continuing.) and you took that same food plan and asked the BLS to 
price that ont In the Northeast, wouldn't that be the best reflection of the cost 
dilTerentialV 

A. That Is the 3.4 percent. 

■gt A « ^ « « « 

11. Questions and Answers with lilchard Lyn?: testifying to the fact that .Mr. 
Lyn^, who is resp<aisihle for the Food Stamp Program, bases his assumption that 
it provides a nutritionally nde<jnnte diet on no current Inforumtlou and on no 
persc»ual kuowIed|:e. These e.xcerpt.s further Indicate that one month before tlio 
Senate hearing, .Mr. Lyng was aware that food prices had risen uu)re than the 
Increase in the value of the food stamp allotment. Mr. Lyug also testified that 
raising or lowering the amount of bonus food stamps or the price of the food 
stamps was entirely a nuitter of administrative discretion within the Department 
of Agriculture. 

.\. 1 am not fandliar with the HL8's proeednn s. 

* ¥ ^ « 4 « 

Mr. Lv.vo. I was going to answer along those lines in saying Congress in the 
law says that the allotment should be sufllclent opportunity for a nutritionally 
adequate diet 

By Mr. Poixack: 

Q. For all representatives? 

A. Well. I think that Is presumed. 

By .Mr. Pom.ack : 

Q. Are you a Ware that the economy diet plan was established only for moder- 
ately active people? 

A. No, you would have to get that kind of information from the Research 
Service. 

Q. Bui you are not aware of it? 
A. Xo, I am not 

Q. Are you aware that the Agricultural Research Service and this Is con- 
tained In the affidavits in this case from the Department and not from us, that the 
economy diet plan does not meet the recommended dietary allowances for various 
nutrients Including vitamins B.6, B.12, folic acid and magnesium. 

A. I read the affidavit. I don't recall all of the details of It. 

Q- Well, are you aware that the economy diet plan Is Inadecpiate In those four 
nutrients? 

A. No, I am not aware of that. 

Q. Now, If a plan was given to you of some diet plan developed hy the Depart- 
ment In order for you to consider It a reasonable plan for providing poor people 
with an opportunity to obtain a nutritionally adequate diet, what i>ercentage of 
lieople eating at that cost level would you say should l>e getting a mUrltlourdly 
adequate diet. 

Mr. Werdio. I object to the question. 

Mr. Pollack. On what grounds? 

^tr. Werdio. Asking the witness to hypothesize something. 

^fr. Pollack. Well, on what basis do you determine whether a plan Is a rea- 
sonable plan for providing recipients with n general opportunity to obtain a 
nutritionally adequate diet? 
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The WiTNKSS. We have within tlie Dcimrtinent, wc think, comiictent expcrUsT 
t« cvalnntc this, Tlie Conpcrcss, I think agreed to this and we (Ic]»ena niK>n the 
iv«-oninieiulatlons of those imople who have made stndies nml who we tliink 
foniiiotent to nnike reconnnendatlons to us. We dei^eiid niion them for Infornin- 
tion to assist us lu nmkUm this determination, 

l\y Mr. rou^\CK: 

Q. NoWt If thoy told .v<»n to report tJiat plan that yon were aliont to Ini] dement 
f«»r pstnbllshlnpc ooniKni nllotments when stiul!e<l iirovlded less than 10 iiercent 
of (he i>e<ii>le e.ithitf iit tliat eost level witli a nutritionally adequate diet would 
you utlllxo such a plan? 

Mr. WKttDKi. I ohjeet to (he question. It Is a charaeterlzatlon by counsel. If 
you want to proflfer tJie document that says that and let him review It. Mr, 
ToUack, I would appreciate that 

Mr, 1'0M.ACK. I would offer a document which Is 10 iwiges lonjr. titlwl <ui the 
top, "Preiwretl by the Consumer and Food Economics Research Division, Apri- 
cuKural Research Service, June 23. 1009,** and I would ask that this Ik? niarkeii 
for idrndflnUion, 

« « o • • « ^ 

Mr. ToLi-vcK, It probably Is. If I recall. It Is. 
Ity .Mr. rou«\t K : 

Q, I would turn to pajce 8 and I wouid ask Assistant .^Nccretary Lyn;: to read 
from the top. read that Into the record please. 

A. * (traphlcal i>crcenta?e of urban households (.Spring inOT*) usln;r foods that 
provided the reconnacnded dietary allowances (1003) as a function of the aver- 
money value of food per person for 12 income classes (.<!ec attacluMl), 
Survey data on the proportion of households that had diets that met the R.D.A,*s 
Viirlo'.is cost levels have not lieen tal)ulated. rercenta;;t*s of houscdiolds with 
(rood and with fair diets at the cost levels of each of the food plans have been 
e.sihuated roughly from the attaches! ^raphas follows: 

W*«ll there are thre<» columns. 

Q, It Is only essential for cmr pun>oses that .vou read Into the record the line 
"for the economy diet plan." 

.\. The throe columns are food plan, frood diets, nood and fair diets and then 
it shows under food plan economy with good diets, less than 10 percent and Rood 
and fair illets, los.»« than r»0 percent. 

Q, ('ttuld you read the two footnotes on the l)ottom of that crapb? 

.\. One footnote relates to the colunm *'Good diets" and says, "tho.'-e that 
provide RD.\ (1903) for seven nutrients** and then the other footnote relates 
to ;:ood and fair diets and it says "those that provide two thirds RDA (IIH^). 
for seven nutrients." 

Q. Now. .Mr. Secretary, this Indicates according? to the Department's own food 
consumption survey that less than 10 percent of the persons eating at the cost 
level of the economy diet plan obtain the recommended dietary allowances. 

Would you say that such a plan is a reasonable basis for providing people 
with a ;;enuine opportunity for nutritionally adequate diet? 

.Mr. WKKmc. I would object to the question again. Your Interpretation. Mr. 
Pollack, of this tabulation doesn't supp<^rt the question that you are asking. 

Hy Mr. Tollack : 

Q. I would ask does the Secretary disagree with my Interpretation of this 
;!raphV 

.V. Well. I certainly Oo. 

* « * « « ^ « 

Tlu» WiT.\Ess. I would say the allotment of food stamp coupons in the amount 
of (»cononiy diet does provide people with an opportunity for a nutrltloually ade- 
quate diet today. 

By Mr. Pollack: 

Q. Oo you have any data that would reflect that more than 10 |»ereent of tbo 
|X«rHon siwndInK at the cost level of the economy diet plan obtain the full recom- 
mended dietary allowances? 

.Mr. Webdio. As of what point In time? 

Mr. Pollack. Now, at this point. 

The WiT.VEBs. No. To my knowlcilgo, we have conducted no ree<»nt survey.<. 
Perhaps the Agricultural Research Program has. 



ny Mr. I'oixACK : 

<lortnki'.n*in "S"''"*''^' '^^ ">e Department no. 

A. I don't know. 

: ssirtum that ni«n.» than 10 iKjm-ut of the iKjople n«w siK-nding at the "Vst level 

(»f the economy diet luan obtain the full rec-ommemlo<l dietnrv allc»wanc4sv 

:V }v"Il ^I'^*'^*^^*"^ ' ve any data to suiip<»rt timt. 

V \vu i K ^" i« Jl»i»t correct? 

A. 1 awejit the rejH»rts that I have liad from the Agricultunil HesiMuih 

quate diet. I have had them much more recent than this. 

11..?*.. ?r ni.-ec.pu^l their inf(»rniation that says that les.s than 10 iierttfnt of 

A. I Iwvi. IK. Inr<.rnmtl<.n to iiKlIiiito t!i;it would Ik> true .lata. This wnulil 

I ■■„ .; .'';'.'" ^'t'^toT ,1 iKTlod of tii.K. trying to educate iKN.plt.. on how Ik" 
to use tills an<I I am alwohitoly convlnml. having talkwJ to n. inv of i oso « ih 

H.^;an". CvR^Zi: v"uv"''^*"'"' "-""^ Agricultural 

A. Xo. 

Q. Do you haw any evUIonce that shows ut thiii iiolut more than in ii..r«.f.i nf 

A. ThtTc nmy lie some <iuestlon as to over r,0 iK^rceut of the i)eonle In t^h ««tl„.. 
..re K..t,in« a u..trltl..nally a.Iequnte diet resardless of Inlomi ' 

y. «ell. I would ask you siK-cIlIciIIy. do you have anv evidence th-it would 
iZoSdl^riXn.:^' "'^ """i"^- the&eve? oTtt 

A. No, I don't. 

Q. So that the last data you are aw-are of shows that less than 50 licrcont of 

exist.^ "^"^^ ^""^"^ lndi«ite that It may not 

Q. Olaiy. but this is the only data you are aware of? 
A. \cs, 

assuming this data Is valid, nni we don't know whether the AgrieuN 

!l!:Tm' ^^Vrf ^^'""^ ^^-"^i^*"' would show^ 

Tt^ LV*""*^^ '^S*?*?^ "5^ obtaining the full RDA and moro than 60 percent "re 
obtaining two thirds of the RDA. If the information contained In tlKap^ 
is presently still accunite. what makes you still assume that the wonomy 
CuKlot?^'''^' " op,>ortunity to obtain a nutritionally 

win obElo'^it^ '"^"^''^ Secretary has answered that question l»efore and I 

^* I® 0" ^^'^^'d of the Agricultural I^oseareh 

Service/ Aiu! y«u would not be axvare of any other information that let 
it diet plan does in fact provide nutritional adequacy? 

The Witness. Correct. ^ 
By Mr. roLL.\cK: 

Q. Ko that anything in your affidavit coneeming the true nutritional adequacy 
of thee<*onomy diet plan is not based on your own i)ersonal knowledge*' 
A. That is correct. 

A. Yes. we would have to assume this based on the census figures. I suppose 
that we are now receiving well over 150 i^ercent of those who would be under the 
statle ' Assuming again that i)eople under the poverty level remain fairly 

Q. So although it is not the nepartments policy necessarily to receive people 
for a Ions perio<l of time, the Department does receive a substantial number of 
people for several years In some Instances? 

A. It is possible. 

76-300— 72— :m 12 
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Q. I would ask you to turn to page 10 in the docuraent I have just placed before 
you. 

And I would ask you to read from the top, you will note that you have to turn 
the table a little bit, but could you read from the top what is stated there? 

A. '^Table Number 5, Economy Family Food Plan Kevised 19Wt Lesigned 
for Teiiii)orary Use When Funds Are Limited." 

Q. That is all that is necessary. Now, doer that imply to you that the economy 
diet plan was designed for temporary use and act for long-term use? 

Mr. Werdio. I would object to that question, I don't see the lelevancy be- 
tween this dietary document and this law suit 

Mr. PoLUiCK. Do you believe this page purports to describe how one deter- 
mines food content of the economy diet plan? 

Mr. Werdig. You mean the current? 

Mr. Pollack. Correct 

The Witness. I can't determine that from this document, 3"r. Pollack, this 
says "As of 1964," I think. 
By Mr. Pollack : 
Q. It says "Revised 1964." 

A. Ye.s, but we are talking about '72. 1 think you should ask the Agricultural 
Re^arch people. 

Q. Are you aware of any changes in the economy diet jf.on? 

A. I really haven't studied In detail the economy diet plan. 

Q. If you would turn to page 1 you will note that this was approved for rc* 
printing October of 1969. 

A. Yes, again by the Agricultural Besearch Service. These are the people—It 
still doesn't indicate anything more than it was reprinted then and verifies the 
fact it was accurate in 1964. It may be accurate today. I don't know. 

Q. You are not aware of It? 

A. I am not aware of it. I hVL^«^. not seen this before. I don't know anything 
about what is nutritionally adequate diet 
Q. Are yon aware of the content of the economy diet plan? 
A. Not at alU 

Q. Are you aware of the cost level of the economy diet plan? 
A. Yes. 

Q. So you can testify to what the economy diet plan costs? 
A. Yes. 

Q. But you cannot testify to the content of the economy diet plan? 
A. No. 

Q. Therefore any statements in your affidavit concerning content of the 
economy diet plan is not from you personally? 

A. It Is based upon information provided me by the Agricultural Research 
Service. 

Q. But information you do not have as to personal knowledge? 
A. I did not do any research myself on the economy diet 
Q. And you are not aware of any? 
A. That is correct 

Q. I think what we will do is we will save these exhibits for some of the later 
witnesses. 

Now I will provide to you another exhibit, which has one piece of typewriting 
that I did on the top, it says "Appendix A." because it was used for Appendix JL 
of tlie complaint It was labeled "Cost of Food at Home Estimated for the Econ- 
omy Food Plan, September 1071, U.S. Average." Mr. Werdig, you will And that as 
our Attachment A to the complaint 

Now, I would ask that this first be marked for identification. 

(The above referred to document was marked for identification as Plaintiff's 
Exhibit C.) 

By Mr. Pollack: 

Q. I would ask the Assistant Secretary to describe for the record how one de- 
termines the cost of the economy diet plan? 
A. I have said before that I don't do this. 

Q. No, you said before that you were not aware or you did not have informa- 
tion conceminj? the content of the economy diet plan but you were aware of 
the cost level of the economy diet plan. 

A. But I am not aware of how it is determined. 
• •••••• 

A. Tliey tell me it will provide the opportunity for an adequate diet for a 
family of four. 
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Q. It would provide them with the economy diet plan. 

Mr. Secretary, I place before you a pencil and sheet of paper and request you to 
make the following computaUon. I ask you to determine what is the cost of the 
economy diet plan for a family of four consisting of a mother 40 years of age. 
three teenage boys say 19, 17 and 15 

Mr. Wekuio. If you made the computation, you can put it in the record. 

The Witness. Yes, I will accept your figures on that 

Mr. Pollack. Lets make that computation. 

By Mr. Pollack : 

Q. Would you agree that for a mother age 40 years, the cost of the economy 
diet plan on a monthly basis as of September 1971 is $2C^? 
Would you agree with that? 
A. On this chart, yes. It would indicate that, yes. 

Q. Now for a boy 10 years of age as of September of lOH, would you agree that 
the monthly cost of the economy diet plan is^.80? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Would you agree that the cost of the economy diet plan for a boy 17 years of 
age, monthly as of September of 1071, is also ^.80? 
A. Yes. 

Q. Would you also agree that for a boy 15 years of age the cost of the econ- 
omy diet plan as of September of lOTl is S36.80? 
A. Yes. 

Q. I would ask you to check whether my arithmetic is correct The total I 
reach is $136.70. 
Mr. Weboio. I agree. 

The Witness. I think that is about right 

By Mr. Poll.\ck. Would you say a family consisting of a mother, age 40 
* ^ ^ boy 15 can obtain the economy diet plan with 

a $108 coupon allotment? 

A I would think they would have a good deal more difficulty than if they were 
<^ildren ranging from l to 3 but I take this under consideration, Mr. Pollack, 
the fact that those three l>oys all are of an age when thev can be attending 
secondary schools and would be eligible for free school lunches and supplementing 
this plan we think they would be able to have a nutritionally adequate diet 

V In other words, you set your coupon allotments taking into consideration 
supplemental benefits provided by the Department of Agriculture? 

A. In this type of instance I thought about this yes. 

Q. Have you been given any data or are you aware of any data about the cost 
of a io^fii increase over the past vear? 
A. Yes. 

Q. What has been the increase in the cost on a nationwide average in the 
past year? 
A. Well, as of this date I don't have it 
Q. For the latent data that you have 

A. The latt'st that I have I think it was somewhere in the area of four percent 
Q. Four percent for roughly what time periods? 

A. For over a year's |>eriod ; comparing one year 

Q. From March to March or April to April or February to Febraary. 

A. Yes, March to March. 

Q. Do you know the precise amount? 

A. No, I don't have that figure. Of course it varies. During the last couple of 
months it has been going down and we anticipate it will continue to go down 
over the next couple of months. 

Q. Could the increase have been over fonr percent? 

A. Possibly. We preflictinl this year it would be about four percent 

Q. No, but the la.st data you have, could that last data for the one-year period 
of time, couUl that increase have been over four percent? 

A. It seems to me it was less hut I suppose it could have been, ves. 

Q. Where do you get your data for that? 

A. This comes from the Bureau of Labor Statistics. 

Q. That does not come from Agritrultural Research Service? 
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Q. Whv did voii increase the cost of the program to them ? 

A. Oh/ it was a very simple m;itter. Our purpose is to see that the total food 
stamp allotment is suflScient to buy a nutritionally adequate diet and to do it at 
a cost of no more than 30 percent to the family. Those families at the lowest 
income level were at no cost, that is free stamps. Those at the upi)er income levels 
were, as the allotment went up, their bonus remained relatively constant. There- 
fore, their cost went up. 

Q. ^YIly did you do that? Why did you increase the prices for persons at the 
so-called upper end of the eligibility ladder? 

A. Well, the alternative would have been to increase the bonus and we chose 
to do this instead of increasing the bonus. 

Q. Whv did vou make that decision? 

A. Because it was well within the authorities under the law and we felt it was 
in the best interest of the program. 

Q. When you say the best interest of the program, what do you mean? 

A. We felt we were effectuating the purposes of tlie Act and that it gave us an 
opportunity to maintain the program for those who need it most with that kind 
of a scale 

Q, I don't understand. How do you effectunte the purpose of the program by 
increasing the price of the stamps? ^ . • ^ 

\ Well Mr. Pollack, we increased the allotment and the importance of in- 
crea«?ing the allotment was greatest for those people who are very poor. Tliose 
people at the upper income levels, well, no one has lost anytliing by wimt we have 
done Thev are all receiving Uie same amount of bonus in terms of food. What 
we have tried to do was to effectuate this increase and give benefits to those who 
need it the most in a responsible wrfy. This is what we liave done. I don t know 
how I can explain it more clearly. , ^ ^ , 

Q. Why couldn't you have increased the bonus for people at the upi)er end of 
the eligibilitv as well as the people at the bottom? 4. *r 

A We could theoretieallv reduce the bonus or increase the bonus at any time. 
We don't do it because we think that people at that income level should be paying 
that much for food stamps based upon the law. 

This is an administrative decision. 
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MATERIAL RELATING TO HEAD START FEEDING 



Material Suppued by Other Than Witnesses 

Mr. HOWARD P. DAVIS, Mat10,1971. 

Deputy Administrator, Food and 2futrition Service, U.S. Deparlment of AaH- 
culture, Washinffton, B.C. 

Dear Mr. Davis: Through the combined efforts of USDA/FNS and DHEW/ 
OCD, a number of Head Start programs have received funds for food under 
the bpecial Food Service Program for children. The informal arrangement we 
currently have on this program accommodates those Head Start programs with 
which L.SDA made commitments prior to November 1. 1969. This, of course, ex- 
cludes a substantial number of children from the SFSP, mainly because of 
insufficient funds in the SFSP appropriation. 

Since the SFSP, an amendment to the National School Lunch Act of 1946v 
expires on June 30, 1971, and is under consideration as permanent legislation, 
we would like to discuss the possibility of changing our arrangement to include 
all children in Bull Year Head Start X submit the following proposal for your 
consideration as a working agreement between USDA and DHEW/OCD 

1. All organlzaUons sponsoring Full Year Head Start programs and strving 
foml will apply to USDA for reimbursement of food cost5. 

Full Year Head Start programs include those which operate a part day 
pro/rmm (less than 6 hours) and a full day program (more than 6 hours). 
Iht-re are IMS such programs covering 50 States (including Indian procrams). 

^ Islands and the Pacific Trust Territories serving a total 
of 290.000 needy children for an average of 240 days per year. 

2. The public or private organizations sponsoring Head Start programs will 
request for their programs the maximum rates for each meal as follows: 

Breakfast ^^^^ 

Lunch 30 

Two snacks 1—111111111111111111111111111 \ 20 

Total ~^ 

We agree to provide funds for labor and non-food assistance connected 
with the nutrition component and to reduce the line item for food to the extent 
possible In the budget requests from local programs to OCD. 

4. Tiie Office of Child Development will provide copies of the USDA applica^ 
tion to potential grantees. A copy of the local application for USDA funds will be 
submitted with the local funding requested to OCD. 

#^oH-^oil?Ji?^^°^^"^ provide Head Start programs with the potential 

of .^i>,.240.000 m food money. The funds now granteil by OCD to local programs 
for food purchases would be released to upgrade food related services in our 
nutrition component and, quite possibly, give us the opportunity to serve more 
children. 

The funding level for Head Start has been about the same over the last four 
yeare. Due to rising costs, some local programs have probably comprised quality 
in all program componente, including the nutrition program, in order to serve 
the same number of children. The prospect of a high quality nutrition com- 
ponent with the cooperation of our two agencies is anticipated with irreat 
pleasnn^. & c«v 

Sincerely, 

EnWARO ZtGLCR, 

Director, Offlce of Child Development. 

(770) 
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May 21, 1971. 

Mr. Edward Zioler, 

Director, Office of Child Development, Office of the Secretary, Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare, Washington, D.G. 

Dear Mr. Zigler: This will reply to your letter of May 10, 1071, to Howard 
P. Davis, Deputy Administrator, concerning the current arrangement between 
our offices on the funding of food service in Head Start programs and their 
eligibility for participation in the Special Food Service Program for Children. 

We agree tliat a review of these matters is in order and that it is timely in 
view of the expiration of the Special Food Service Program on .Tune 30, 3971. 
The Secretary has requested Congress for an extension of the Special Food 
Sen-ice Program for one year, through the 1972 fiscal year. 

Our 1972 fiscal year budget request for the Special Food Senice Program is 
$20,775,000. (Approxinmtely $S million of these funds has been u.sed in summer 
recreational programs.) Our request, of course, did not contemplate any addi- 
tional responsibility to reimburse meals served in Head Start programs. Your 
information on the' number of the^-e programs and tha participation therein is 
intorp.<;ting and will be of value in the discussion of prospective revisions in the 
budgets?. We will have a representative of the Food and Nutrition Service Budget 
and Planning Division at the meeting of May 28 and. possibly, one from the 
Depart mout's Office of Budget and Finance. We imderstand that Preston Lee 
of your Budget Office will also be available. 

We linpc that it v/ill be possible to work out a m\itna!ly «:ati«factory agreement 
on funding food service in Head Start programs and on their eligibility for 
participation in the Special Food Service Program for Children. 
Sincerely, 

ISABELLE JI. KeLLBT, 

Actinf administrator. 



Department of Health, Education, and Weifare, 

OfFJCK of the SF.CRirr.VRY. 

Washitigton, D.G, 

Mr. Herbert D. Rorex, 

Director. Child Nutrition Division, Food and Nutrition Service^ Department 
of Aoricnlture, WasJiington, D.C, 
Dear Mr. Borex : We greatly appreciated the opportunity to meet with you 
on May 28, toward achieving a mutually satisfactory agreement for funding of 
food costs in Head Start programs. I would like to confirm our understanding of 
the essential points discussed which set the cour.^e for future action and, accord- 
ingly, I am enclosing our account of the meeting. 

I understand that you are proceeding to include Head Start in your FY 1073 
plans and we would expect to provide you with a.«:sistance as you desire. 
Sincerely, ^ - 

Richard E. Orton, 
Associate Director, Project Head Start, 

Enclosure, 

I^lEETiNO With USDA/OCD— Mat 2S, lOTl 

Attendance 

USDA/pyS/CND.- Herbert P. R >rex, Direetor Child Xniriiiou Division, Hugh 
Galla;jher. Deputy Director; George Hall, Acting Director, Community Division, 

OCD/Hcnd 6*faVf.— Richard E. Orton, As.sociate Director for Head Start and 
Child Services; James Robinson, Deputy Associate Director; Preston Lee, 
Budcet and Accounting Officer; Mary B. Ryan, Program Man.ngeuient Ofiicer. 

The above persons convened to discuss the funding of food co<t:> in Head Start 
programj^ by USDA. This meeting wa.s a re.<;ult of correspondence between Dr. 
Edward Zigler, Director, OCD and Howard P. Davis, Deputy Administrator, 
outlining a proposed working agerement for consideration by L'SDA. 

It wa.s established that Head Start children are eligible for participation in 
the Special Food Senices Program, but that only a small portion of the entire 
Head Start population has received tJSDA services dtic to limitations of USDA 
budgets. 

Head Start legislation sprcifles a comprehensive child development program 
which includes a nutrition component. No funds arc appropriated to Head Start 
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specifically for food. It is an administrative decision to insist that every Head 
Start child be provided with no less than a hot liinch and a snack each class day. 
Where Head Start programs are unable to procure a hot lunch through re- 
sources such as USDA, Head Start then must agree to utilize its own resources 
to assure the implementation of a minimal feeding program. 

Mr. Rorex stated that he felt it is the responsibility of USDA to administer 
all feeding programs, especially those pertaining to needy children and he en- 
dorsed the proposal to feed Head Start children, stating that he believed' it was 
too late to incorporate these children into the fiscal 1972 program, but that we 
should proceed to arrange for the administration and funding by USDA for PY 
1973. 

OCD (Preston Lee) agreed to provide USDA with more exact figures on food 
costs for Head Start children based on existing expenditures. However, it is un- 
realistic- to base needs on existing expenditures since some programs do not 
have funds even for snacks and hot lunches. Therefore, the figures outlined in 
Dr. Zigler's May 10, 1971 letter are more reasonable and accurate to estimate 
requirements as opposed to existing expenditures. 

Since USDA is now in final negotiation for 1972 appropriations for FNS/CXO 
monies, the USDxV team suggested it might be too late to negotiate upward for 
inclusion of Head Start. We agreed, however, to meet with OCD and USDA rep- 
resentatives in OMR and make the attempt to include all Head Start children 
in USDA programs this next fiscal year. 



Pabticipatio:? of He.\d Start Pkooram ix the Special Food Service Program 

FOR Ghildrek 

Junk 8, 1971. 

Jtcffional Directors: 

As you know, we have encountered difiicnlties over the past two years on the 
questions of eligibility of Head Start Programs, sponsored by Community Action 
Programs, for participation in the Special Food Ser\'ice Program for Children. 

Many of yon have made suggestions for the clarification or modification of 
FRS (ON) Instruction 776-2, Rev. 1, which deals with this subject. 

In view of the foregoing, we have embarked on a major effort witli the Office 
of Child Development, HEW, and other interested agencies, to work out a more 
satisfactorj- arrangement. 

Accordingly, on May 28, 1971, Department representatives met with the 
Head Start Program Director of the Office of Child Development, and 
menibors of his staff to review the current arrangement covering the participa- 
tion of Head Start Program the SiKjcial Fowl Service Program for Children. 

The purpose of this meeting was to take a new look at tlie question of the 
eligibility of Head Start Programs and to discuss the po.ssihility of eliminating 
the joint finding of the food assistance phase of their operations. As you know, 
the principal question involved i.s time of the additional funds that must be pro- 
vided to us before we could assume any added responsibility for reimbursing 
meals served to Head Start participant's. This constituted the major portion of 
our discussions. 

We will have additional meetings with the Head St4irt people and also with 
the Office of Mamigenicnt and Budget and will keep you apprised of develoi>- 
nient.s. For the present, the current armngements should be maintained without 
change. Also. plea.<:e do not discuss anticipated changes with the state people 
or Head Start officials of the programs you administer. 

In the meantime, however, we need to know the scoih* of the present partici- 
pation of Head Start Programs in the Special Food Sen ice Program and to have 
some idea of the related change upon SFSP funds. 

Will you, therefore, please request the State Agencies to give you a reimrt on 
the following for the month of Mnrcli 1071: (7) the number of Head Start Pro- 
gnims they had under Si)ecial Food Service Prognim agreements. (2) the aver- 
age daily partieipation in all such Prog nuns, and (3) the average daily cost 
I>er child (total program reimbursement for Mnreli divided by the number of 
participating children). 

Please give us the same information for the Head Start Progniins your oflico 
ha.s under Special Food Ser\-iec Prognmi agreenient« and submit all reports to 
this office as soon as possible— but no later than July 10, l.'>71. 

IlKUnKRT D, RORKX, 

Director, Child Nutrition Division. 
\ 
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June 18, 1971. 

Hon, Lee Metcalp, 
U.8. Senate. 

Dear Senator Metcalf: This is in further reference to our letter of May 27, 
1071, in which we informed you we were meeting with the Director of the Head 
Start Prognims to confirm current arrangements for funding for the food serv- 
ice component of such programs. 

We did meet with Director Orton and his staff on May 23, 1071. At that meet- 
ing, it was confirmed that the appropriation requests for the Head Start Program, 
and grants made by the Ofiice of Child Development, HEW, do include funds to 
finance a basic nutrition component for a Head Start Program. Appropriation 
requests for the Si)ecial Food Service Program authorized under Section i;^ of 
the National School Lunch Act, therefore, takes into account the funding under 
Head Start appropriations for a basic nutrition comjwnent. 

It is under this basic funding structure that, under the Special Food Ser\'ice 
Program for Children, this Department provides a supplement to the basic nutri- 
tion component of Head Start Programs. 
Sincerely, 

ISABELLE M. KeLLEY, 

Assistant Deputy Adtninistrator, 



July 2S. 1071. 

Mr. Herbert D. Rorkx. 

Director, Child Nutrition DiriAion. Food a7id Xutrition Service, U,S. Depart- 
ment of XgrieuUurc, Washington, DM, 

Dear Mk. Uorex: Kncloswl are the figures we agreed to provide you for com- 
puting the cost of feeding all full year Head Start children. We do not have a 
system \\hich gives us discrete data on any specific cost in our progntnus, so the 
data i.s hasetV on examining the costs in one quarter of our programs from which 
we derived averages. 

For instance, rather than compute food costs on enrollment figures, we have 
computed on the ba.sis of average daily attendance. I'\ill year prognims run 
from l«o «lay.s up to 240 days a year, but we average 215 days i)er child. We have 
attempted to reiine the data to provide a reasonable and accurate estimate of 
our PV 1072 needs and FY 1071 food expenditures for daily consumption. 

If you have questions or require information, please call. Mr. Richard Orton 
is pre.sently on leave but will return on August 2, when he will contact you con- 
cerning further negotiations. 
Sincerely, 

James L. Robixsox. 
Acting Associate Director, Project Head Start. 
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August 27, 1971. 

Fred Olmstgad, 
Acting Director^ 
Budget Division, 
(Attention George Hall.) 

This is to advise you of a meeting at HEW on May 28 with Office of Child 
Development officials which covered USDA fundinpr for food served in Head 
Start Projects. This meeting was called as a result of a letter from OCD to Mr. 
Hekman. 

Under the Special Food Service Program for Children, USDA currently is 
providing cash assistance to Head Start Projects in accordance with FNS 77G-2. 
Approximately 13,200 children at an average daily cost of 34 cents per child 
and an average yearly cost of .$962,000 (based on 215 days) are being assisted. 

The Office of Child Development reports that it is currently meeting the food 
costs for approximately 263,000 children at an average daily cost of 52 cents per 
child per day ($29.2 million annually). Under their program projections for 
fiscal year 1972 they anticipate an approximate 10 percent increase which would 
increase the number of children to an estimated 290,000 and the budget require- 
ment to approximately $32 million. 

OCD requests that USDA fund their requisite food costs. They maintain that 
Head Start is not budgeted for food costs and that the decision to use their 
funds for food costs was an administrative decision necessitated by the fact that 
USD.\ was unable to assist their programs. OCD further states that monies 
freed as a result of USDA assuming their food costs will be used to increase 
the number of children participating in their program and to complement the 
fond component in nonfood areas related to nutrition. 

The above summary is provided so that you have the necessary background 
information on this subject for future discussions with OMB. 

Hugh R. Gali^oheb. 
Acting Director, Child Nutrition Division. 



Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 

Office of the Secretary, 

July 10, 1912. 

Memorandum 

To : Assistant Regional Directors. 
From : James L. Robinson, 
Director/Head Start. 
Subject: Head Start Eligibility for Food Programs under Legislation Adminis- 
. tered by the U.S. Department of Agriculture. 

This memorandum applies to Special Food Service Programs for Children of the 
U.S. Department of A;;riculture. Food and Nutrition Services, Child Nutrition 
Division for which grantees and delegate agencies operating Head Start programs 
are eligible. 

BACEaROUND 

All Head Start programs becanie eligible for reimbursement for the costs of 
obtaining agricultural commodities and other foods under Public Law 00-302, 
which amended the National School Lunch Act. Effective May 8, 1068, the 
amendnicnt established the Special Food Service Program for Children. (SFSPC) 
The purpose was to extend the School Lunch Act to (1) public and private non- 
profit service institutions providing day-care for children from areas where poor 
economic conditions e.xist and from areas where there is a high concentmtion of 
working mothers', and to include institutions providing day care for handicapped 
children and (2) extend the School Lunch or School Breakfast program into 
.♦special summer programs providing food service. 

The amount of money authorized for appropriation under Section 13 (SFSPC) 
for the first year of operation was under .$10,000,000 and was meant to cover 
children in items (1) and (2) above. Head Start children in Full Year programs 
consume .$32,000,000 worth of food a year. With a limited supply of funds, 
only some of the Head Start programs were approved for reimbursement. 

On November 12. 1969, USDA Food and Nutrition Services issued FNS(SL) 
Instruction 770-2 to School Lunch Divisions, WNS Regional Offices and State 
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agencies which administer the Special Food Service Programs for Children. This 
instruction explained eligibility of service institutions and also listed those in- 
oligible to participate in the SFSPC. 

Head Start appears in the instruction on Page 3, Section D, under Ineligible 
Facilities. 

1. Head Start projects, pre-school classes' in demonstration schools; nursery 
schools, etc.; operated as au integral part of a school system. 

2. Estahlished Head Start Projects, Parmt-Child Centers, etc. whose food 
service has been paid for from Head Start funds. (However, any commitment 
made prior to November 1, 19C0, to a local Head Start program on the basis of 
which children have been recruited into that program may be honored). 

The declaration of Head Start as ineligible was an administrative decision 
made jointly between 0HEW/OC0 and USDA/FNS for two primary reasons : 

(1 ) USDA authorizations are less than Head St;irt requirements. 

(2) Head Start autliori/.atious for operations include money for feeding pro- 
grams. (See EOA, etc.). 

CLARUICATIOXS OF USDA NOVKMBKR 12, lOGO GUIDELINES 

With Head Start now both eligible and ineligible, local programs, States, and 
USDA regions required further clarilication wiiich was issued by the Director 
of the Child Nutrition Division as follows : 

1. Specifically, if the Head Start projects were established and operating be- 
fore November 1, 1009, but have not received assistance from the Special Food 
Service Program for Cliildren, they are not eligible for it now. The exception to 
this is if the State of Agencies made a commitment to assist such projects before 
November 1, lOOi). then such conmiitments may be honored and the projects 
as^^isled with Special Food Service Programs for Children funds. 

2. If the Head Str»rt projects were established and operating prior to Novem- 
ber 1, 106J) and received assistance from SFSPC funds, they can remain in the 
program and continue to draw support from SFSPC funds at the same ratio as 
before. For example, if a Head Start received half of its food money from HEW 
and half from SFSPC, the same nitio will obtain. Tf the project incroiaoH food 
service to include additional meals, the ratio of support should be maintained 
at the sam^ level, i.e. half and half. 

3. If Head Start projects are newly established after November 1, 10G9, they 
are eligible for Special Food Service Program for Children assistance on the same 
basis as any other eligible applicant. It is not necessary to have a portion of the 
food costs paid out of HEW funds. 

PRESENT STATUS OF SFSPC 

Since the enactment of author Congressman Vanik's legislation as a three year 
l)ilot program, SFSPC has been made into a continuing program with increased 
appropriations. In FY '72, Congress made $184 million available ($135 million 
of that is available from Section 32 funds, foods for donation). Of the $40 million 
specifically alloted to SFSPC, $32 million was budgeted for summer feeding pro- 
grams and $17 million for year round feeding programs. 

Each year USDA has a carry over balance made possible by restricting the 
appropriate distribution of these funds and in June 1972 the staff of the Select 
Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs, United States Senate published a 
report. Half a Loaf: Food Assistance in Fiscal year 1972, the basis for hearings 
on June 21 and 22 chaired by Senator Edward Kennedy. Congressman Vanik's 
pertinent testimony follows : 

. . Finally, and I would like to make a special point of this, a great deal of 
Head Start money is being spent on food thus reducing the amount available 
for this preschool enrichment program. The 30 million dollars or so of Head 
Start money being spent on food could, and should, be picked up by Section 13. 

This is where the program belongs. 

As I stated at the beginning of my testimony. Section 13, was specifically 
designed to use the "expertness" and resources of the Department of Agriculture 
to help make programs like Head Start a sticcess. 

Yet against the direct will of the Congress, on November 12, 1060, the De- 
partment of Agriculture issued a ruling declaring that Head Start projects not 
funded before November l, 1069 are ineligible to participate in Section 13. 
Thus Head Start, which has had a relatively stable budget in the last two 
years, has suffered by being unable to take advantage of the Section 13 program — 
and the need for funding of Section 13 has been understated. 
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I repeat this was not the intention of the Congress when this hill was passed. 
I would like to place in the record the House Rejwrt of some of the debate on 
the floor of the House which indicates that the Head Start children were to be 
aided by the Section 13 program. 

It appears then from what we have been able to develop in our own com- 
munities, that it is a deliberate administrative effort to sabotage the legislative 
purpose of Section 13. 

It is a very unsympathetic administration of the law, and I think under these 
conditions it behooves Congress to probably mandate the administration of 
these programs and take away some of the discretionary power to erode and 
destroy these programs by administrative action. 

It certainly misuses the mandate of Congress and the legislative process, " 

Testifying for USD A were Richard Lyng, Assistant Secretary for Consumer 
and Marketing Services and Herbert D. Rorex, Director, Child Nutrition Divi- 
sion. Clearly established was the illegality of the administrative agreement of 
November 1060. USDA was asked to submit additional testimony wliich will in- 
clude the amount of money needed to feed Head Start children and was as- 
sured of a continuing Committee prod until USD A administers food programs 
in concert with legislative intent 

FY '73 appropriations for Section 13 have passed the House and expectations 
for i^enate action take place uroiuid .Tuly 23 after the conventions. The Senate 
is planninj: to beef up Section 13 of $100 million. (Congressman Perkins Child 
Nutrition bill recommends open ended appropriations for Section 13). 

IIECOMMENDED ACTION FOR OCD 

Head Start programs should ho advised of tlieir eligibility to participate in 
Section 13 and provided with applications and directions on where to apply 
for roiinbur.«:enient of food costs. 

USDA reimburses a tual expenditures for food hut does not, like Head Start, 
grant funds for a feeamg program prior to the start of the program. The sched- 
ule of USDA daily 7uaTimnm reimbursement rates follows. 



Breakfast $0. 15 

Lunch " , 30 

Two .«5nacks I \ 20 

Dinner , 30 



Total __ .95 



» $0.10 each. 

Maximum rates are paid only if they are equal to the expenditures. If ex- 
penditures for any meals or snacks are less, that then is the rate of 
reimbursement. 

USDA has five regions located in New York, Chicago, Atlanta, Dallas, and 
San Francesco. The regions in turn delegate supervision of feeding programs 
to states. The legislation for SFSPC specified that "Funds paid to a State . . . 
shall be disbur;^ed by the State educational agency to service institutions selected 
on a nondiscriminatory basis by the State educational agency." Tbe term state, 
in this paragraph includes Guam, Puerto Rico, the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, and the Trust Territories of the Pacific Islands. However, there are 
10 States who do not disburse funds through the State Educational agoncv. 
Funds to p-ograms in the following states are disbursed through the USDA 
regional office: Arkansas, Georgia, Idaho, Iowa. Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, 
Nevada, North Dakota,^hio, Oregon, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, Vir- 
ginia, Washington, Wisconsin. 

You will be supplied in the near future with a Director\' of Cooperating 
Agencies and application forms. Programs that run into difficulties should advise 
Head Start Program Management Division. A packet of reporting forms will be 
included with the applications so that uniform reporting is assured. You may 
wish to instruct your grantees to send a copy to the appropriate person in your 
region. Questions on the above and the reporting forms should be addre^^sed to: 
^lary Ryan, Program Management Officer, Office of Child Development, Box 1182, 
Washington, DC. 20013 Tel : (202 ) 755-7480. 
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9.415 


10.387 


8.153 


.69 


184 


.32 5.626 39 


5,587 


total 














135,985 
















n fiscal year 1972 children due to projection for conversion of summer piogram funds to 
rams. 


» OCq food expenditures: Fiscal year 1971 (based on average'daify attendance): 
Cost per day \ . 


. 135.985 



00 
OO 



X215 

Annua! cost, fiscal year 1971 .29 236 775 

Costperday ^.^..^.]....J^l. 14^173 

Number of days ^ _ . , x215 

Annual cost, fiscal year 197 2 . 31. 857, 195 
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EuoiBiuTT OF Head Start 1*kogbam fob Doxated Commodities 



U.S. Depabtment of Agricultube, 
Foco AXD NuTBinox Service, Midwest Region, 

Chicago, IlL, January 11, l$7t. 

To : Potential Special Food Service IProgram Sponsors. 

We are attempting to contact all ai:encies who have expressed an interest in 
the Special Food Service Program for Children. 

Although fnnd limitations continue to prevent ns from providing cash reim- 
bursement to new Special Food Service Programs, we are now able to approve 
programs for participation on a commodity-only ba^ In other words, programs 
which are determined to be digible to participate in the SFSP can receive avail- 
able USDA donated commodities (Sections 6. 32; and 416), but will not receive 
any cash reimbursement for meals served to children. 

If you wish to be considered for partidpation on this basis, please submit the 
SFSP Applications, and Policy Statements to this office. Your program's eligi- 
bility will be determined as soon as possible after receipt of these materials. 

If your program is determined to be eligible for the SFSP, you will qualify for 
the full range of donated foods available. Those of you who may already be 
receiving commodities as a "child care institution" can also benefit by being 
approved for the SFSP on a conimodity-only basis, since participation in this 
program will allow you a wider choice of commodities than you arc now eligible 
ta receive. 

We wish to stress tliat approval of a SFSP application at tliis time does not 
mean you will begin receiving cash reimbursement for meals served to children. 
Approval of an application will allow you to become eligible for the complete 
raiigi* o' commodities. ^ 

you may not participate in both the Special Food Service Program and Special 
Milk Program at the same time. 



IIOLLYiVOOD Ciiir.D Deveijopmext CE-NTEB, 

Frankiin, Ohio. 

U.S.D.A., Food and NimimoN Service, 
Chicario, III. 

lywwi Mr. H. J. Nelson. In August of lOGO we applied, for the first time, to 
recv-ive U.S5.D.A. subsidy for the year September 1060 to June 1070. After a fv^w 
months of uo reply n.s to tlie stilt us of our application, we inquired ourselves and 
were told that there was no such .application and that appropriations were 
already distributed for the year, but we could make a new application which 
would be placed in the fdes for the upcoming year, September 1070 to Jnne 1071. 

\Ve did not make our second application until April of 1071. Again, not having 
reccivwl any kind of iiotiiication as to the status of onr application, we called 
the i;..S.D.A. Chicago offices in June 1071 and talked to Mr. Krosen. We identified 
onr program to Mr. Krosen. Mr. Krosen confirmed our eligibility and told us 
th:»t we would most liUclij receive funds, but that Washington had not yet 
appropriated U.S.D.A.'s funds for the year lOn/72. Mr. Krosen assured us that 
we would \yQ notified as soon as the appropriations came from Washington to 
U.S.D.A. Chicago offices. ^ «r « ^ nut * 

Again, we didn't receive any notification whatsoever. We called Chicago in 
August of this year, 1071, and talked to Diane Lane from Special Food Services. 
Diane Lane informed us that appropriations have already been distributed. 
U.S.D.A. does not have any more money to subsidize new programs. 

What is even more surprising is that Diane Lane could not locate our 1071 
application but did have on file our August 1060 application. (If you \vill recall, 
this application was mlslocated according to the Chic:igo office in September 

^ of 1060). ^ , *w 

. Diane Lane was quite impatient and short during our conversation. Further- 
more, Mrs. Lane continued, Hollywood Child Development Center is not eligible 
for U.S.DA. because our program has been in existence since 1067. Mrs. Lane 
went on to say that only programs instituted and running after ldG9 were eligi- 
ble for U.S.D.A- funding. , , ^ . » t *u 

Beminding Diane Lane of Mr. Krosen's conversation, I tried to explain that 
we were led to believe funding was at least possible if not probable. We had not 
made any other alternatives to obtain a food sonrce because of Mr. Krosen's 
conversation and because other Child Development programs in our 5 county 
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Ohio Re^onal area (Miami, Darke, Greene, Warren, and Preble Counties), in 
particular, PiQua Child Development Center in Miami County are presently 
xeceiriiig U.S.DJL subsidy. (Incidently, Piqua Child Development Center has 
been in existence for the same number of years as Hollywood Child Develop- 
ment Center), so that rule of only Child Development prog^ms being eligible 
bi^ginning after 19&> is incoherent with PIqna funding. 

Repi*ating herself, Diane Lane ended the telephone conversation, reminding 
us that we absolutely cannot receire U^J>^ funds, on the grounds that we 
were gro$$lw misinformed and that legally we are eligible and do deserve at 
least some consideration. I begged to at least file another ai^Ucation. She re- 
minded me again that we can apply but It will be of no use. We are not eli^ble. 

I ask you, Mr. Nelson, to review our case. It is difficult for me to be objective 
anymore I feel as though our program bas beat slighted because we are a 
amaU rural community in Southern Oblo; because we have no strong political 
Kicking 1 fee! as tbt>ugb I. persr»nally, have been misinformed, tricked, and 
finally, ignored. I nm trylnjr to be honest and straight about this with the 
people of this community, but it is impossible for me to do this when I get such 
ni>ruseiiseable, contradic-tory. and c*f>tif using answers to simple question.^. 

Are we wooing together or against one another? 

Cassan'oka Monks. 
Director Holltfwood Child Development Center. 



U.S. Department of AGfucvLnmE, 

Food and NuTRmox SERnre 
Washington, D.C^ Deeember 7, 707/. 

Mrs. Cassaxdra Mo5K8, 

Director, Ifollineood Child Development Center, 

Franklin, Ohio. 

DE.AR Mrs. Monks: Thank you for your correspondence of Octol>er 20 in 
which you cite the prol>!eins you have Iind in apply in;; fi>r the S*i»ociaI Food 
Service Program for Children. 

Our Midwest Regional Office in Chicago informs us that your lOG!) appIi»^.:ion 
for participation in the year-round program was not in fact rejected. It was 
their undi-rstanding tliat your Development Center had ai>pointc<l a new Board 
of Directors; and, tJiat l>ec:iuse of this change in your m:in:igement, tJiey 
requests tliat a new application be submitted. Since this was not done; your 
program was not considered for funds. 

Further, our Regional Office still docs not have a current application on file. 
They said that your 1971 application was for our summer fectling program, for 
which you were approved and received ftmds. 

Tiiey informed us that your operation is funded in part by the Head Start 
Program. As a rule, established Uead Start Projects whose food service ha.*? 
been paid for from Heavi Start funds are not eligible to participate in the 
Special Food Ser\-ice Program. If you believe that you are still eligible, i>lease 
submit a new application *t/ the Midwest Regional Office. 

Unfortunately, due to the statutory limitation of our apportionment fornnila, 
many States, .such as Ohio, have all of their available funds already committed 
to existing program.s. Until that time in which additional funds income nvfiil- 
able. we have been force<I to ask our Regional Offices to defer action on any new 
applications. While we recognize that many wortliy programs will be denie<l 
needed support, fund.^ cannot be taken from one operation to meef the needs 
of another. They will let you know when and if funds become available. 

We hope this will be useful to you. 
Sine erely, 

Huoir R. Gali^giier, 
Aeting Director, Child Xutrition Division. 



StJppoRTiNo Council on Preventive Effort, 
Wright-Patterson AFB, Ohio, Deeember 27, 1071. 

Mrs. Cass b Movk^, 

Director, Jholljiwood Head Start, 

Franklin, Ohio. 

Dear Cassib: Enclosed is a eopy of a letter received from USDA in reply to 
the submission of your application. You will note that Mr. Kroescn is rather 
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confused when he talks about the Hcrflywood Community Center having sub- 
mitted a projiosal for USDA reimbursement. I imve a feeling that ^Ir Kroesen 
is thinking in terms of the Hollywood Head Start and Hollywood Community 
Center programs being one and the same. 

On inge 2 of the Kroesen letter, please note that there are preswiUy no funds 
arailable to new programs making application, in my previous coarersation with 
Piane Lane, I was informed that new applications are kept on file ; amC if addi- 
tional money becomes available, new programs will be funded based upon their 
list 

I feel that we are in a bind trying to prove that the first Hollywood Head 
Start application went in before the freeze In September 19C9. We have no trans- 
mittal letter indicating that this application ever went in« 

There was mention in the letter you wrote to Mr. Nelson which was enclosed 
with the last application, a reference to your conversation with Mr. Kroesen and 
Miss Lane. Please be advised that programs are not authorized to make direct 
calls to oflSces in Chicago. Washington, or Colurabuj?. If programs wish to receive 
information or obtain darification, they should call the SCOPE office and the 
calls will be made from there. 
Happy New Year! 



Sincerely, 



Makt Louise Sims, 
Head Start Coordinator. 



U.S. DEPAJtTilE^T OF ACWCtaTUKE, 

Food and Nutritiox Service. Midwest Region, 

Chicago, III, December 20, 1971. 

Mr. Albekt G. Rosenbebg, 

Executive Director, Supporting Coun^l on Preventive Effort, 
Wright'Patterson AFB, Ohio 

Dear Mb. Rose.vbekg : This is in regard to the Si»ecial Footl Service Program 
application materials vhich yon recently submitted to this office on l>elialf of the 
Hollywood Child Development Center. 

As has been explained to Mrs. Monks by this office, and by our Washington 
office, the only previous application which we have on file for this program was 
received June 24, loeo. That particular application has been held in suspense 
since September 2. 1969, pending submission of a new application necessitated by 
the formation of a new board of directors for the center. 

Tlie application which Mrs. Monks mentions as having been submitted to this 
office in April of 1971 is apparently one and the same as that submitted by the 
Hollywood Community Center, Inc. for a summer program at the Hollywood 
Community Center. The application is dated April 10, 1071, and is signed by 
Kichdrd K. Monks, with whom this office had subsequent contacts regarding 
approval of the summer program. In a letter dated May 20, 1071. Mr. Monks 
.'Stated that the summer program would not involve participation of Head Start 
children. The application did not in any way apply to the full-year Head Start 
for which Mrs. Monks is seeking funds. 

The summer program in question was approved by this office to {»articipate in 
the Special Food Service Program, effective July l->August 13, 1971. On July 27, 
Mr. Monks called our office to say that his program would not be claimfng 
reimbursement after all. due to the lateness of funding by this office. Tlie Agree- 
ment between the Department and the Hollywood Community Council was, 
therefore, cancelled effective July 1, 1071, in order to prevent any confusion over 
the Council's failure to submit claims for reimbursement 

Due to the complete obligation of available funds for this fiscal year, which 
ends June 30, 1072, this office cannot approve new Siiocial Food Service Programs 
at this time. We must, therefore, return the application materials which you 
sulkmitted. In the event that additional funds beoome available, you may be 
contacted and additional information requested in order to determine whether 
or not your program is eligible. You would he required to fiimish copies of 
past budgets, since funding of Head Start programs depends upon whether or 
not food ser\ice lia« !»een paiil for from Head Starj; hidhlcs i)evlously. 

We hope that this information will be helpful to ybii. Please do not hesitate 
to contact this office sliould you have any further questions. 
Sincerely, 

^ . Gerald C. Krobsex. 

Adminhtrative Officer, Child Nutn'tion Program. 

ir»-:y;0— 72~-pt. .tK .13 
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Memobakdusc 

D£PABT2tENT OF HEALTH, 33DlTCATIOff, AND WELFABE, 

Office op the Sccegtary, 

April 10, 1972. 

To : Assistant Regional Directors, Office of Child Development 

From: Richard E. Orton, Assistant Director for Head Start and Child Services. 
Subject: Availability of U.S. Department of Agricnltnre foods for donation 
(commodities). 

Reference: February 15, 1972, Memorandum to USDA Regional Administrators 
from Juan del CasUIIo, Director, iTood Distribution Division, Subject: Child 
service institutions. 

There has been a great deal of confusion surrounding the variety and kinds 
of commodities for which Head Start is eligible and a great deal of va^nce 
between States. We have often questioned the difference in the variety and kinds 
of products received. The Febnmry in memo referenced al»ove is meant to dear 
np Uic confiwiou and to insure that, in the future, dispariUcs should not exist 
except for Iogt<iticaI reasons. 

USDA purchases food for donation under three legislative authorities: 

1. Agricnltunil Act of 1935— Section 32. 

2. Agricultural Act of 1949— Section 4ia 

3. Xatlonal School Lunch Act as Amende<l— Section 6. 

>^^fi>ods ac<iuirtil under Section 6 of the National School Lunch Act, as amended, 
;^J^rcstricted to schools pntUciiwiting in the National School Lunch Program 
- :in(rim<titutions participating in tlie Si>ocial Food Service l»r^>gram for Children 
(SFSl*C). The majority of our Head Start programs are not eligible for p;ir- 
tieipation in SFSPC. A memo further explaining the status of Head Start par- 
tieipation in SF?PC will be issued serKinitcIy. Tliis niem»ran<!Uni deals with the 
fo-Ml flf>natif>ns from * ections 32 and 416 nvail.ibic to Head Start programs. 

Tlie Ui>DA thronga tlie Fel>niary 15 memo, clearly establishes tlieir imlicy 
to make available to ehild .«^rvice institutions all Section 32 and 436 food which 
are alliK^rctl for use by schools. (This clinniKitos nri»itniry inten>rctations of 
chiUl ser\-ict^ prognnns as institutions eligible only for foods supplied to iiustitu- 
tious.) AH Head Stiirt prognims eonie under the dcrmiriou of child service insti- 
tntioiis. USDA Regional administnitors have l»efn asked to "encourage stntc 
ofliC!:i!s to distribute to .scn ice institutions the s:inic sc<*tions 32 and 416 fomis 
whitli arc made available to schools operating non-profit hmch programs" 
Don:it<Hl fooils ehangc from time to time <lne to availabilitv and marketing c<m- 
(litions consequently affecting the amounts and kiufis of commodities Head Start 
and other recipients can get On the list attached to this memo are all the com- 
niodrties availablo thiring 1072. Those marked with an "X" are foods for 
which Head Start is eligible. 

USDA is aware of the distribution problems for small, isolated ehild 
serviri; institutions and is working to\vards a resolution. USDA oifieinls will l>e 
working directly with a selected group of Head Start programs cxTH?rieneiii'' 
problems ill ail effort to resolve the difRetilties. At the request of USDA, each 
OCD rt'pion has been contactetl for a list of three programs experiencing prol>- 
lem?:. M e have provided them wiUi the list as well as the names ami telephone 
_unni!>ers of the CCD Assistant Regional Directors and suggested coordinnUon 
with yon before contacting a Head Start program. 

Please advise Head Start programs in your regions of the above USDA policies 
anil proce<lures. One working soluUon to the distrilnition problem suggested by 
l.SDA IS for Head Start to \vork out arrangements with the local school svstcms 
lor pick lip of ooniniodities and distribution to Head Start Some schools have 
reported problems with Head Start, e.g. Head Start will order from the school 
biit will not pick up the delivery, creating a storage problem for the school 
\\here this has happened, the school is loath to continue cooperation. Al»ove 
all Head Start must be eneonragofl to supplement food money with commodities 
rather than purchase all of the food with scarce Head Start fnnd<? 
f a'pVA'^*^®"^ ^Z"" ^'''''^ concerning USDA foo^l programs should be directed 
to U(.u Program .Aianagement Division, 3Mary Ryan, 755-7481. 
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Commodity I/Isting — ^Head Start Euoibilitt 

Attached list from USDA represents all the foods purchased in FY 1972 for 
donation. The coding for the Outlets for each commodity is as follows: 

S— Schools 

I — I n. St 1 tut ions 

W—Welfare 

C — Summer Camps 

K — Supplemental Food Projnrani 

X — Service Institutions 
Those items coded with an *'X" are the foods which are available for Head 
Start programs generally. In addition, those Head Starts operated by public 
schools :is part of the public school system are also eligible for these items under 
Section 6. 



CixiLo Sebvice IxsTiximoxs 

Febbuart Id, 1(^72. 

All Reffional Administrtitors: 

Food and Nutrition Service administers two types of service institution pro- 
gnniis for children. Those participating in either of the two programs must fit 
the same definition for child .service institutions. A "Service Institution" as de- 
fined in Instniction 70G-1, Rev. 1 is a public or private nonprofit program pro- 
viding nonresidentinl day care or other child care for children from areas in 
which poor economic conditions exist or areas in which there are high concen- 
tnitions of workins: niotliers. 

1- Siwcial Food Service Program for Children — SFSPC (V: nik), adminis- 
tered and operated mider authority of the National School Lunch Act, provides 
i5ection.«i \\ 32 ;ind 410 food.s through normal school outlets. Thus a wide variety 
of meats, vegeUiblcs and fniits are avnilable. Child service institutions partic- 
ipating in this pro>cram are also eligible to receive reimbursement based on the 
number of mo:iL< served as well as nonfood assistance. 

2. '\^rrvicc I}iittitutioit.\' not participating in the SFSPC (non-Vanik) are 
c*H;;ibIe by law to receive the full range of Sections 41C and 32 foods. In actual 
practice, tliese institutions have been receiving only some of those foods nor- 
Mially distributed to institutions. These foods do not include any fruit, vegetable 
or high quality protein foods in the form of meat product<J. 

In order to meet the program objectives and because these **Child Service In- 
stitutions'* (non-Vanik) arc not elisible for reinibursenient and nonfood a.ssist- 
ancc. our policy is to make available all Sections 416 and 32 foods to **Child 
Service Institution.**" (non-Vanik). Because of a docket restriction, evaponite<l 
milk may not, at present, be made available. 

You are encouniged to maximize the effectiveness of Instruction 706-1 by 
encouraging State officials to distribute to these .service institutions the same 
Sections 32 and 410 foods which are made avaihible to schools operating non- 
protit lunch prognim.««. All future allocation wires will indicate the availability 
of these foods for child service institutions. 

We realize logistical prr>blents will be encoimtered in getting the full range 
of foods to small f.solated "child service in.stitutions." We would appreciate re- 
ceiving your sugge.stioiis on the resolution of these problems. 

JuA?f DEL CAsnr.r.o, 
Director, Food Distribution Division. 



COMMODITY STATUS REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972 
rrhousands of pounds] 



Commodity 



Outlets t 



Avaifable Ordered Shipped* 



Delivery period 
ends 



Section 416: 

Beans, dry SWCX 0> « 1.102 Aug. 31, 1971. 

Bulaur SWICX 2,609 2,609 2,319 Apr. 28. 

Butter, bulk .....SIX 1,936 1,620 1,423 Mar 31. 

Butter, print SWICX 154,712 126,450 113,919 

Butler, canned (12/3 pounds) Wl 2,318 1,310 1,305 

Butter.canned (18/2 pounds) W 11,664 8,172 10,196 

Butter,canned (6/6 pounds) SX 554 202 201 

Cheese, bulk, natural Cheddar SX 2,744 2,744 2,282 

Cheese. process (15/2 pounds) SWX 13.776 13.709 1 2,383 

Sm footnotes at end of table. 



June 26. 

Mar. 30. 
D& 
Do. 

ASAP. 

Mar.27« 
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COMMODITY STATUS REPORT FOR FISCAL YEAR 1972-ContiRued 
(Thousands of pounds) 



Commodity 



OuUetsi 



Available Ordered 



Delivery period 
Shipped: ends 



Section 4l&>-ConUnued 

Cheese, process (6/5 pounds) SWX 

Cor nnwMl S IWCX 

Farina K 

Flour, all-purpose S IWCX 

Hour, bread SIWCX 

Flour, bakers (HW) bread SIX 

Flour, durum SIX 

Flour, whole wheat SIWCX 

Grits SIWCX 

Macaroni W 

Miih.bulh NFD........ SIX 

Milk.instanL WK 

Milk, packaged NFD...... 1 SIWCKX 

Oats.rolfed SIWCX 

Peanut butter (6 No. 10)........... SICX 

Peanut butter <2 pounds) W 

Rice SIWCX 

Rice cereal, i nstant .. K 

Salad Oil SIX 

Shorteninf .....^ SIWX 

Wheat, rolled SWICX 

Section 32: 

Apple i uice. canned . .... . . . . . . ...... WK 

Applesauce. canned SX 

A pple. fresh J. SX 

Beans, canned " WK 

Beans, d ry SWX 

Corn, canoed (No. 303) WK 

era nbernes. f resh. . SX 

Egg mil WK 

Fruit nectar, canned .-. WK 

Grape juice, a nned .......... -. WK 

lenhls . . .:. . . . ... ... SIWX 

Meat, canned, luncheon.... WC 

Milk . dry whole.. . ....... .V.". . . W 

Milk, infant formula K 

Milk. evaporated (48'143) WK 

Milk.evaporated(96 6) WK 

Orange Juicc processed WK 

Peaches, canned 24/No. 2h .-..".V. SX 

Peaches, canned 6/10 pound SX 

Peanut butter WC 

Pea rs, cann ed .'. SX 

Pears, fresh .'. SX 

Peas, dry split. S IWX 

Peas. canned wK 

Pork . frozen grou nd .. .V. . . . SX 

Pork , canned W/N J ;. . . . . . . SWKX 

Pota toes, insta nt W 

Potatoes. Instant (2^i pound bags).... SX 

Potatoes, frozen french fries '. SX 

Poultry, canned boned SWKX 

P runes, dn ed W 

Raisi ns ....>..,-■-.-.- .> ... . . .,.» SX 

Soup m IX . pea . SX 

Syrup WK 

Tomatoes. 24 No. 303 cans..-. WK 

To m ato I u ice .-. .-. . . .... WK 

Tu rkeys , f rozen. ......... . . . SX 

Section 6: 

Apricots.. S 

Beans S 

Beef , frozen groi- ^ ... .'. .- S 

Beef, patttes froZt.i S 

Chickens, frozen cut-up S 

Corn -. S 

Peaches. . . . .... S 

Peas .-. S 

Pineapples S 

Plums s 

Sweetpotatoes S 

Tomatoes S 



52.450 
78,388 

2, 147 
324, 103 
72.804 
23.952 

2.934 

3.948 
11.212 
26.135 

2.480 
79.348 
45.206 
37.865 
23.302 
19.079 
113.910 
192 
23.286 
73.598 

8.432 

52.727 
5a 338 
19.622 
7.004 
65.040 
15.456 
(0 
22.554 

14. 

789 
70.188 

594 

240 
77.400 
2.065 

164 
15.582 
3,528 

25.8^ 
37. 150 
3.936 
9.542 
78.078 
49.207 
27.840 
13.CS0 
23.040 
41,163 
20,993 
0) 
400 
29,873 
10.416 
42.289 
45.150 

24,246 
0) 
41.773 
3. 150 
50.618 

20.7?? 

15.045 
30.500 



50.131 
78.388 

2.147 
324. 103 
72.804 
a 952 

2.934 

3.948 
11.212 
26.135 

2.480 
58.056 
38. 163 
37.865 
• 23.302 
19.079 
94.884 

192 . 
23.286 
73, 598 

8,432 

52.378 
59.336 
19.622 
7.004 
65.040 
15.456 
(') 
15.030 
(r> 
2.161 . 

789 
64.188 
594 . 
240 
77,400 
2,065 
150 
15.582 ) 
3,528 I 

25,8^8 
37.150 

3.936 

9.542 
78.078 
42.455 
25.440 
13.080 
23.040 
41.163 
19,483 
(0 

400 .. 
28.207 
5.309 ... 
42.289 
45, 150 

24,245 

(') 
41.773 
3. 150 
50.616 

0) 
21.024 

(») 
20,7;/ 

15.01^ 
30,500 



47,480 


Do. 


63,400 


Apr. 28. 


1,714 


Do. 


276,674 


Do. 


65,755 


Do. 


14,756 


Do. 


2,529 


Do. 


3,7U 


Do. 


9.435 


Do. 


17. 379 


Do. 


2,452 


Mar. 31. 


50,029 


June 26. 


38.488 


Do.^ 


30,966 




21, 816 




12,890 




71, 301 




" 20.362 




63, 551 




7,792 




38.062 




42,319 




17,860 




6,966 




54,292 


* 


10. 872 


* 


4,978 


• 


12.272 


* 


12,623 








46.464 




i26 




61, 321 


* 


1,899 


Mar. 31. 



150 
18.670 



Dec. 31, 1971. 
(Feb. 15. 
) Do. 
Sept. 14, 1971. 
Nov. 17, 1971. 
Mar, 18. 
Apr. 28. 
Sept. 28. 1971. 
Mar. 25. 
May 15. 
Apr. "5. 
Apr. 
Mar. 15. 
May 15. 
Apr 28. 
Oct. 17, 1971. 

Mar. 17. 

25.242 Apr. 28. 

July 25. 

41.818 Sept. 28, 1971. 
45,127 Dec. 17. 1971. 



9.183 
25.413 
34,728 

3.308 

9,508 
60,984 
29,340 
22,888 

3.938 
16.850 
20.907 
16. 203 

8.306 



24.122 
17,100 
40,145 
2,625 
50.450 
16.374 
20.969 
13.389 
20.661 
. 6.702 
14.451 
29.811 



Oct 6. 1971. 
Nov. 2. 1971. 
Feb. 12. 

Do. 
Feb 18. 
Nov. 23, 1971. 
hov. 10, 1971. 
Oct. 25. 1971. 
Oct. 21.1971. 
Dec 10, 1971. 
Apr. 25. 
Jan. 18. 



'S— Schools. I- Institutions. W-Welfare. C— Summer camps, and K-Snpplemental food program. X-Scrvica in- 
stitulions rot participatirg under sec. 13 cf the NSL Act. 
' MPCO Commodity Status Report 
< Completed. 

* Delivery penod dates unclear. 



PROGRAlf S FOR CHILDBEX, 

Albuquerqui^ N. Mex., May i7, 1972. 

Miss Xaxcy Amidei, 
i^enatc yutrition Commitfcf^ 
SeiMtc AnnC't, 
IVashhifftont D.C. 

Dear Miss Amidei: I am writing to you to express my concern about problems 
programs in the Office of Child Development (Headstart) are having concerning 
U.S.D.A. food commodities. I hope you will bring them to the attention of the 
Xutritioii Committee. 

I have been a j^rantce nutritionist and a Headstart nutrition consul tiint since 
1065 and have never .seen a Headstart food ser\*ice which received anything more 
than 11 limited variety of U.S.D.A. donated foods (mostly grain products, butter 
and dry milk). 

It Ihis recently come to my attention that .since Febniary, 1967, Headstart Pro- 
gniULs hy ijiw should have l)een receiving the full range of Section 416 and Sec- 
tion 32 foods. I have been trying to find out why this has not been so, and I 
Would like to tell you some of my exi)eriences with the U.S.D.A. bureaucracy and 
my findings. 

I personally contacted U.S.D.A. commodity distributors from the local level 
on up to the Deputy Regional Administrators in my region (Dallas). 

FINDINGS 

1. The local distributors had never heard of the regulations making t)iese foods 
available to Headstiirts and did not do so. 

2. Tiie 5>tate Directors hnd only recently (March 1972) received word that *'in 
the future** some other commodities would be available to Non-Vanick Child 
Service Institutions (U.S.D.A. designation for Headstart). Some states had-not 
received this word yet. 

3. The Kegional Admin istnitois intended to make these foods available in the 
future if they are allocated by the Secretary of U.S.D.A, for Child Service Insti- 
tutions. 

4. All levek of administration claimed their hands were tied because they acted 
only on the direction of someone "higher up". 

Under continued pressure and questioning, the Regional Commodity Adminis- 
trators and Deputy Kegional Administrators agreed to re-contact each state in 
their region, go over the regulations, and see if some 1972 Commodities could not 
be re-alloc:ited to Non-Vanick Child Service Institution.s. In the future, the Re- 
gional Ofllce has promised to \»ratch-dog the delivery of foods to the Child Service 
Institutions. I hope this is true. 

My questions : 

1. VC\\y have not these programs received the commodities wMiich they were 
clii;ible for throiigh tlie intent of Congress? 

2. What can be done to assure that all eligible progRims receive the foods 
intended for them? 

3. Who allocates certain U.S.D.A, foods at the national level? 

4. Who checks to see that the law is correctly implemented? 

5. I have ijrodded this region into action. What is being done in other regions? 

6. How can the U.S.D.A, continue to purchase and distribute commodity foods 
to all these programs without adequate fundin^c support? 

7. If a new bill Is being written, could it Include monies for a corps of qualified 
nutritionists, dietltinns, or food services trainers to be available to all recipient 
institutions to see that they are trained In the appropriate use of these commodi- 
ties? 

I am very interested In an adequate, well administered law which .shows a 
conceni for people and good nutrition — not just price support for producers. 
Thank yon for your time and interest. 
Sincerely, 

Mrs. Nancy Weaver, 
Nutrition Consultant, Office of Child Development. 
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Troy OhiU) Development Center, 

Troy, Ohio, May Ji, 1912. 

Hon. George McGovern, 

Chairmfni, Committee on Hunger and Nutrition, 
Senate Offiee Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear Senator McGovern : The Ohio Head Start Directors have asked me to 
write you concerning tlie inequities In the distribution of USDA foods to Head 
Start Agencies. 

It seems that a few agencies which applied several years ago are receiving 
special foods and reimbursements while others have been denied this because 
of ineligibility. 

We would like the Senate Committee on Hunger and Nutrition to give this 
matter their attention. Since nutrition has been designated as a national priority, 
and in light of the fact that poor nutrition J^eems to be one of the cixuses of 
mental deficiency, it would seem that Head Start programs would be among 
the first to receive this type of assistance. 

Most Head Start budgets are being cnt while .*?crvices are being increased, and 
food supplements would make it possible for many agencies to provide hotter 
service**. The only good food available to many children in the Head Start pro- 
grams is what is served in the Centers. 

Can you help? 
Sincerely, 

Gi-\DYS S. Williams, 
Ohio Chairman of Head Start Directors. 



EC0>*0MIC OpPORTI/'NITY COMMITTEa 

Lansing, Mich., June 1.5, i973. 

Mary Ryax, 

O.C.D. Prof/ram Management Division. 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, 
Washington, D.C. 

Dear ^Irs. Ryan: This is a belated, but deeply concerned, response to Mr. 
Richard E. Orton's memorandum dated April 10. 1J>72, regarding ^'Availability 
of U.S.D.A. Foods for Donations," received in this oflSce May 17, 1072. 

Tlie memo is a very important and neces<;ary first step in defining and clarify- 
ing Head Start's eli;iibility for U.S.D.A. benefits. 

We have never received the further information promised in respect to the 
status of program eligibility In regard to S.F.P.C. (Orton's memo paragraph 
three), Tliis would be greatly appreciated. 

It has always been the contention of this program that all Head Start pro- 
grams regardless of their status as delegates or grantees, should receive the 
maximum reimbursement of ,55 per dav per child allowable under S.F.S.P. Sect. 
225.2 (p). Sect. 255.7 (f ), Sect. 225,7 (2)» Sect. 225,0, and Sect, 225.10 (b). 

I am sure you will agree that the point is not whetlier or not this or that partic- 
ular program falls within this or that particular guideline before or after this 
or that particular date. The point is that the National School Lunch Pro<?ram 
is intended to feed low-income children. Ninety percent of all Head Start Pro- 
grams are low-Income. 

The fact that they are not, can only be changed by direct negotiation between 
O.C.D. iim\ U.S.D.A, at a national level, 

Tliis is the position that we have consistently held in our now voluminous cor- 
respondence with Senator Hart, Senator MeGovern, Senator jjriflin, U.S.D.A. 
Secretary Lyng, U.S.D.A. Acting Administrator Freeman, U.S.DA Assistant 
Deputy Isabella Kelly, the Food Research and Action Center. O.C.D. Director 
Zigler, Chief Regional Support Division Olennie Murphy, Assistant Regional Di- 
rector Philip Jarmack, and Maurice Gammon, Supervisor of Community Repre- 
sentative, O.C.D. 

Hopefully, Mr, Orton's assignment of food problems to your oflSce will result 
in positive and con.structive action toward the successful resolution of this prob- 
lem, Tliank you for your concern and support. 
Rc^i^cctfully, 

Charles T. Haskell, 
Head Start Projeet Director. 



LETTER FROM SOUTH CAROLINA COUNCIL ON HUMAN RELATIONS 



Hon. Ernest P. Hollings, 
U.S. Saiatc, 
Washington^ D.C. 

Deau Sexatok Hollings: Enclosed is a copy of an application for USDA 
assistance for a day care feeding program in Pineville, S.C., which I have per- 
sonally helped the director complete. As you can from the forms, all of these 
preschool children in this center are from poverty level families and the program 
has been operating on a shoestring. 

Despite this dire need, however, I was told by an official in the Atlanta office 
of USDA when 1 called tliis past Tuesday that USDA has not funded anv new 
year-round day care feeding programs since last November because they Jiave 
not received additional appropriations to allow them to do so. 

As 1 am sure you Kmiow, this is only a half-trntli. As the excerpt from the 
June 29, 1972, issue of CXI Weekly Report indicates. USDA has only asked for 
the same inadequate amount of money as was used last year, and has in fact 
discouraged applications for day care feeding programs so as to avoid spending 
$135,000,000 in import duty funds authorized for the program The exchange 
between Senator Kennedy and Richard B. Lyng of USDA points this out very 
lucidly. 

Tlie Pineville day care center is only one of many in South Carolina'that is 
suffering because of USDAs hick of concern for hungry children. I know of 
several others. Including one in Hartsville, about which I wrote to vou this past 
Winter, that have been getting no help and a lot of bureaucratic run-around in 
their efforts to feed hungry kids. 

I urge you to personally look hito this matter and do whatever you can to see 
to It that day care centers serving the poor in South Carolina get the funds which 
they do desiKJrately need. 

To allow these children to go hungry and improperlv fed when the money is 
available is nothing short of criminal. 

Please call on me if I can be of further assistance to you en this important 
matter. 

Sincerely, 

Paul W. Matthias, 

Executive Director. 
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SELKCTED NEWSPAPER ARTICLES ON UNUSED FOOD ASSISTANCE 

FUNDS 



(From the CNI Weekly Report] 

USDA Accused op Day Cabf. Freeze 

Four witnesses, including Rep. Charles A. Vanik (D*01iio), chief siwiisor of 
special food service legislation, told the Senate Nutrition Committee last week 
that USDA had discouraged applications for day care feeding programs so 
to avoid spending $135 million la import duty funds authorrized for the 
program. 

In reply, USDA Assistant Secretary Richard E. Lyng said the Department 
lacked authority to spend beyond a $15.9 million budget recommended by tlie 
Senate Appropriations Committee. He blamed local funding difficulties on an 
allociiti(»n formula that gives too much money to some states and too little to 
others*. 

IIE.VTEO EXCHANGE 

Lyng*s explanation touched off a heated exchange between himself and Senator 
Edward M. Kennedy (D-Ma.ss.)» who had earlier heard witnes.ses from his 
own state describe inadequacies in Head Start feeding programs due to lack of 
special food service funds. 

"You say there's a weakness in the statutory formula," Kennedy said: "Well, 
what kind of formula do you want." 

Ij> ut: said he was not prepared to say. 

'•(Jive US a formula so that we can work it out." 

Kennedy went on. "You say you were screwed up because of a formula, then 
you don't say how we should fix the formula." 

Lyng said USDA prefers to have the experience of another summer program 
before revising special food service allocations. 

••\Yhy?" Kennedy asked. "Why couldn't we get an interim formula now?" 

NEW FOUMULA 

Jjyng said a new formula would mean an expansion in total funding, and 
"we jujJt don't think we know the answers." 

"Well, what about the $135 million (authorized for child feeding under 
PI. 92-32 ) r Kennedy said. 

Lyng replied that TJSDA did believe it had authority to si>end beyond 
what the Senate Appropriations C m 'nittee had recommended. 

"Is it your fear of the Appropria< 'ons Committee that keeps yon from spending 
the money?" Kennedy asked. 

Xo. I-yng replied, USDA thought *t 1 ad e.stablished "comnnmication" with 
Congress through the Appropriations v^oi'unittee report. 

"Here we pass legislation, then you n v you don't have authority to si)end 
the money," Kennedy said. 

"We di<jagree with your staffs intei pretn.=ou of that legislation." Lyng 
replied. 

"Well, our legislative counsel is better t mn your U^^islative counsel," Kennedy 
countered, amid laughter. 

"I find it imimssihle to explain these ^ gures to the people of Massachusetts,, 
and to the American people — tho.se wh ; are closer to ^he programs than we 
re," Kennedy went on. "I find myself cf mp!etely unahle t o resi>ond ; the system 
fias reached a grinding halt ... We fi^d the Administn tion willing t;0 extend 
it» interpretation when it wants to, v hen it senses their purposes. Here, you 
have an overwhelming mandate from Congress. You're hxnring a tremendous 
responsibility. We feel frustrated ; we won't let up. We'll make it as uncomfort- 
able as pos.sibIe for you. What you are doing is asking a lot hungry children 
to be patient while we figure out a fom ula for feeiV" , them." 
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8URPtU8E3 CREATED 

The previous day, Congressman Vanik, chief author of tho legislation, testified 
that tlie si)ecia! food service program would require a $100 million budget if all 
needs were to be met, yet USDA has only asked for the same amount oi money 
as was used last year. 

•*Moni»y was saved this .tear by not feeding hungry kids,** Vanik said. "The 
*sun)luses* in 30 states that USDA talks about were created under the orders 
of CSDA to discourage and deny applications. The unanimous complaint from 
the iield is that states are forced to deny worthy programs and children. The 
real need is not being met," 

Vanik contended that USPA would rather spend import duty funds to enable 
lnml>ennen to replenish federal timberlands— as has been proposed in logislatiori 
introduced in the House — than to feed hungry children. 

•'The feeding of hungry kids should be made a mandatory obligation of 
USOA,- Vanik declared. 

BRKAKFASTS DENIED 

The Committee also hoard charges from day eare administrators in Xew York 
City and Massachusetts that USDA was depriving thousands of children of 
nieiils in those localities by denying app!ications. 

Elizabeth A. Vernon, assistant commissioner of Now York City's new Agency 
for Child Development, elaimeil that more than 15,000 children in the eity*s 
day caro programs would go without breakfast in the coming school year 
because of the alleged "freeze." All childrni now enrolIe<l receive breakfast and 
lunch, she said, but any child enrolle<l in tho future will not. 

•'How do you toll a throe-y earmold child who loaves his home hunsry that 
the President has decided that he was born too late to have breakfast,*' Ms. 
Vernon asked. 

[From the KalelKli Kews and ObKiTver. .Tune 21. 39721 
Falsi; KcoNomizing With Food Monkv 

U,S. Agriculture Secretary Earl But*i5 has some explaining to do about food 
program funds his agency is turning in to tho Treasury. Tho total not si>ont is 
.$(^SS million, according to the Senate Select C<mimittee on Nutrition and Human 
Needs. An assistant to Uwtz s.aid $3SJ> lailHon was in nnu.^od food st-nnp money. 
ProMiniably tlio other $200 million was in nudist ributM food commodities. 

Some may view this as economy in government, but it is a self-defeating kind 
and not oven Butz was inclined to boast about it His department did not an* 
nonnce the fruits of tlie economizing. The fund reversion was acknowledged 
only uiwn vlofin questioning of Agriculture onicials by the Senate panel. 

The trouble with this sort of "savings'* is that there are about 26 million poor 
people ill this country and only l."* million of them are getting help from federal 
i'oo'X programs. We don't .«5avo anything by not as.-iisting more people. We waste 
human resources. 

The money going back to the Treasury could have been productively spent in 
broadening the stamp and commodity programs so that they would reach more 
needy citizens. Or it could have been wisely used to increase the l)eneSts for 
those already participating. The monotony of foods distributed through the com- 
modities program (which is supplied through surplus farm pro<lucts) is a 
familiar story. Commodity recipients could certainly be granted a l>ettor variety 
of foods, while stamp recipient.s need more assistance to overcome the effects 
of inflation on their sorely limite<l grocery budgets. 

Secretary Bulz wasn*t in the celebrated predicament timt caught tho Navy's 
Ad mini I Zumvvalt Butz did not need to conjure up ways of using appropriated 
funds. Genuine needs were there but no one answered them. 

This fund reversion indicates once again that food programs for tho poor 
should b<» operated by some agency other than the Agriculture Department. The 
welfare <,f the poverty-stricken has never been one of its major (H)ncerns. B«<- 
until a transfer is arranged, the White House should see to it that Secretary 
Butz makes these programs fulfill their purpose. They fail miserably when they 
miss 11 million people as ?688 million in unspent funds flow back to federal 
coffers. 
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(From the Wa8hUij;ton Stnr, Juoc 23, 1972] 

Hungkr War Umokrmineo nr Tiohtwao Agency 

(By Carl T. Rowan) 

It is bnrd to thiuk of a more licartlcss scene than a child squirzninir in a class- 
room* unable to stay awake, or follow the teacher, because that child's stomach 
aches from hunger. 

But a lot of children faced that plight tliis year b&:iU;sc the Department of 
Agriculture squeezed some children out of eligibility for a free school lunch and 
declined to si)end $82 million that Congress allocated for food for needy school- 
<;hildren. 

It is hard to think of a longer-lasting cruelty than to deprive poor, pregnant 
women of the special nutritious foods that make It i>ossible for them to produce 
healthy babies. The hurt is Iong*la sting becunso ill-nourished mothers produce 
babies that nmy be premature, or weak in gome resiH>cts, and such infants run 
a hif;h risk of early death or mental retardation. 

But n lot of pregnant women and young children who are especially vtilnerablo 
to malnutrition are not uetting the supitlenientnl foods that Congress says they 
should have. The Agriculture Department decided to siiend in fiscal 1072 only $13 
million of the $30 million Congress allocated for the Supplemenal Foods program. 

Of all the programs designed to aid America's 20 million poor i)eople, the one 
hardest to begrudge is tlie food stamp program, which is the major bulwark 
against hunger for 11.5 million Americans. 

But at a time when President Nixon was reiterating his pledge to end hunger 
in Aniorica for all time, was the Agriculture Deimrtnient trying to extend tiie 
food stami) program to the 14.4 million poor iKH)ple not yet aided by it? No, the 
deimrtment was pushing iwlicies that limited partieiimtion and reduced benefits 
to many i>eople already using the program— with the result thar the deiKirtment 
refused to si)end ^400 million tlmt Congress allocated for food stamps for the 
poor. 

Thc>e nre facts rei)orte<l by the Senate Select Committee on Xntrition and 
Hum an Needs, which elnhns that of seven f(»o<l assist a nw* programs, the dejnirt- 
ment will turn back to the Treasury sonm $700 millirtn tliis year. 

The administration announced with pride recentiy that tlie budget deficit tills 
year will In* several billion dollars less than anticiiKited. Tlmt is supposed to l)e 
good news in an election year. The Agriculture Deimrtment obviously was play* 
ing the nice politienl game by SQueezing almost a billion dollars out of the mouths 
of the agwl, the poor, the helpless children who are tlie great victims of hunger. 

It is an ironic coincidence that tiie select committee is chaired by Sen. George 
McGovern, nov»* the leading candidate to opi)ose President Xlxon for the presi- 
dency. McGovern has wasted no time lashing the administration for **pick-pocket' 
ing the l)oor/* But many congressmen have made it clear that tliis issue tran- 
scends partisan politics. 

Many Itepublican governors and congressmen were part of the nationwide 
protests that in January caused Agriculture Secretary Earl Butz to rescind 
regulations that would have increased the cost of food stamps to a level where 
many poor would be driven out of the program. 

Arthur Schiflf, assistant administrator of New York City's Human Resources 
Administration, told the Senate committee that the people won that January 
battle with Butz Init they are losing the War. lie says that through the ''inter- 
pretatioir of regulations and the issuance of new foml stamp tables the Agri- 
culture Department is accomplishing piecemeal what a public outcry prevented 
it from doing in one fell swoop. 

For example, even when the administration emphasizes "workfare** and "job 
incentives" for i)eople on welfare, the Agriculture Department has come up with^ 
an intentrotation that has had what McGovern calls ''a devastating effect on food 
stamp recipients who jmrticlpate in wcri:, training or e(lucation programs 
inrendt'd to make them self-sufficient.*' 

Previously, for example, money nsed by a mother for a babysitter, or for 
transportation to work, was not counted as money available for food. Now tlie 
departjoient counts that money, meaning that <^ome stamp recipients suddenly 
are paying $20 to $30 more a month while then >;icome has not increased. 

Tlie hanky-panky in Agriculture is especially dismaying in view of the progress 
that was being made against hunger. In 1900 some 21 million children participated 
in the school Imich program, with only 3.8 million receiving lunches free or at 
substantially reduced prices. There are now 25 million children in the program, 
with 8 million receiving free or reduced-price lunches. 
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Tbat kind of progress augurs well for a healthy, happy popuhition, whieh must 
forever be our greatest naUonal asset , . ,^ ^ ^ ^ -nA 

But the bureaucratic scrooges in the AgncuUure Department have lOO million 
unspent dollars as proof that they can produce defeat just when victory seemed 
attainable in this grim war against hunger. 



(From the Buffalo Courier Express. June 20. 10721 

MiLuoNS FOB Food Unused: Answers Needed 

- Political angles evidently have considerable bearing on charges by the Senate 
Select Committee on Nutrition and Human Needs that $C8S-million in appropri- 
ated fooil.proirmm moner has been withheld from 11 million poor people for whom 
it was earmarked. A committee staff study .^^ays failure to spend the money is the 
direct result of Agriciiltiirc Department iwlicy. inmV.y.^ 
Political angles involved arc the fact tliat Sen. Geoi^e S. McGovern leading 
candidate for the Democratic presidential no minati on, ls chsiirinan of the com- 
mittee in question and a ciiarge by Sen. Charles H Percy R411.. that tiie ^.taff- 
stiidy report was prepared without tlic knowledge of Rcpubliciin member* of the 

^ToUti.^s aside, however, there is the admi.<sion of Asst. Secretary Richard Lyng 
of trc Ajjriciilturc Department that $3Sy-million in nnspent food-stann money 
would be returned tc the Treasur>-. ImLsinuoh as the staff study says fjnuls have 
-f»ne miiised in everv food -assistance program, it would api)ear that the depart- 
ment does have quite a bit of explaining to do. Millions of the poor people who 
receive no foml assistance will be listening. 



(From the St. LonU Post-Dis patch. June 19. 19*21 
Food Fitxds Withheij). Senate Untt Charges 

\VasIiin?ton. .liine 11> (UPI)— A Senate committee has aceuse<I the Administra- 
tion of withholdiii:: $i;SS.OOO,000 in appropriated food prognim money that was 
earmarked for 11,000,000 poor persons. vwic 

\ staff study bv tlic Senate Select Committee on Nutrition and Hiiiuan Needs 
headfd bv Senator George S. McGovern (Dem.), South Dakota, said failure to 
siiend the funds was the direct result af Department of Agriculture policy. 

\lthonch assistant Secrctar>- Richard Lyng denied m committee testimony 
June 7 that any desi>eratcly neeiled funds were being withheld, «/'^;"^u Icclged 
that .$:5St>.000,000 in iiiisi>ent food stamp program money would be returned to the 
Dei«irtnieiit of theTrc:LSury. t*ot\i 

The Pilaff stiidv s?aid : 'It is now clear that the policies of the bSDA tumugliout 
the fisrjil year just eudcil have resiiltwl in funds gfdng unused m every lood 

""'^(^^Z^e report said, in spite of the fact that there are 20.000.000 

wor in the c«miitrv ami only 1:1.000.000 of them receive any fowl a.^MStancc. 

^ siCotary of Agriculture Earl U. Jintz made public a letter 

H. Percy (Rop.). Illinois, cliarging that the report was prepareil without Kno\U- 

edjre of the committee Republicans. . etridoQ 

Percy complained the report was one-sided and ignored "the great strides 
which iiavc been made undoc this Administration." . , . , * 

,, n W Hon to the nnsi,...nt food stamp money, the study said, the department 
failPd also to spend $3(;.000.000 ,.f ^XW.OOO.OOO nppropriated for tliC do.u. teU fooOs 
wranrsS2.OflO.000 ..f tho ?7!)7.000.000 funded for the n:it.onaI -^^^''''Ol J™!;^' J'i^ 
sitlm. ss'.{ibo.000 of the $31,000,000 for tho sch,K,l 

of lh<- SW 000.000 for the supplemental fomls program and $l»0,00«,tH)« or cue 
$1.<iJ.006.0(X) for the si»cci:il food sorvice program for ehi'.dren. 

[From the MHwrniKce Joomal. June 25. 10721 
Is No OSB HUSCBT? 

Is there no more hunger in Amcriea? Few would elaim 'f 
Kison administration has failed to explain adequately why It is returning nearly 
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$400 milliou in unspent food stami) money to the U.S. Treasury. In fact, a staff 
study by a Senate committee investigating the situation lias revealed that 
the administration aLso failed to spend fuliy the sums ai>i>roi»riated fur the 
school luncli program, the school breakfast program and ai^Kireiitly every other 
federal food pro;:raiii. About the only answers coming from the Airrieultnrc De- 
partment are that there has been difficulty in estimating funding rifiutn'Uients 
and that no *"despenitely needed" funds are being withheld. But the ctmimittee 
study iKiiut.s out tlmt only about 15 million of the nation*s 20 million poor are 
receiving any food assistance. Something seems wrong somewhere. 



i From the Fres no Bee. Ju ne 24. 1072 1 
Failure ok Food Xerogram Is Discrace 

It is a national disgnice in a land of plenty that millions of Americans go 
hungry or lack nutritions fowls merely because they are \toor. 

To correct this shameful Situation, Congress has approved the food stamp 
and other programs under which the unfortuuate and their chtklren win have 
u decent diet. 

New It has Iicen disclosed that while Congress luis voted funds for those worth- 
while humanitarian plans, they have l»cen aborted by the Nixon administnition. 

A stay study made by the Select Connnlt«H' on Nutrition and Hunnm Necils 
of which U.S. Sen. George McCovem of South Dakota is the chairman states 
bluntly: 

**U Is clenr that the policies of the United States Dei»artnient of AgricnUnre 
throughout the yc*ar have resulted In funds going unused In every food assistance 
prognim." 

NatuniUy the adnilnlh. . Ion has tried to belittle the findings with Assistant 
Secretary of Agriculture Richard Lyng declaring that no "desi>erately needed** 
funds have Iteen withhold. 

Hnt he had to concecle that million in the food stiimp protrr.im N beln!: 
reiumed to the Trea.««ury. 

And that is not the entire story. • 

.The .sum of $2C3 million votetl for school limches and breakfasts, supplemental 
fowl programs and special food services for children is unspent. 

The record demonstrates an entire In ok of sensitivity by the Nixon adminis- 
tration to the problems of the unfortunate. esi)ecially the nation's children. 



IFrom the Wnshlngton Post. June 2X 19721 
Luxcii Program Shortciia.xced Critics Charge 
(By Nick Kotz) 

Tlie Nixon administration was accusetl yesterday of falling to spend up to 
$140 million of authorized lunch funds for needy children, while turning down 
state and local requests for additional funds. 

Tlie controversy concerns the so-callwl out^of-school feeding prognun*?. which 
provide poor chlidren free lunches at day care centers or summer recreation 
programs. 

Richard Lyng, assistant secretary of agriculture, replietl to the critics that 
only $4 million will be unused, and that failure to meet all program needs re- 
sulte<l from the present formula which misallocates funds between the states. 
He said some states got more funds than they need and others not enough. 

Senntor Edwanl Kennedy (D-Mmss.), chairing hearings of the Senate Select 
Committee on Niitrition. pressed Lyng to si)end more money now and worry 
Inter about a new legislative formula for apportioning the food aid money Lyng 
refu.sed. 

Lyng said Congress had nuthorlzed only .S40 ndllioi» for the out-of-srhoo! 
summer and full-year feeding prognuns and that .$45 million of this would Ihj 
spent, including $10 million which will he allocated for this summer's expended 
prognmi. 

He said the committee staff was inaccurate in stating that another .$135 million 
was authorize<l by Congress, .since this money was intended primarily for meet- 
ing full needs of tlie national school lunch program. 
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Kennedy Insisted, liowcver. Hint Ian£:tia;:e in tlie congressional authoriza- 
tion was broad enough to allow 9p(>ndiiig some of the $135 million if I'SDA 
wanted to. 

During the last year about 178,000 poor children received lunches In the tnlU 
year, out-of-school feeding program and about one uiilliou in the summer 
program. 

ITie two-day hearings opened with complaints from Rep. Charles Vanik (D- 
Ohio) and child care workers in New York that USDA was depriving lnmdre<ls 
of thousands of children of lunches by discouraging or turning down requests 
fur additional funds. 

Vanik, author of the 1969 food aid law, said that at least 19 states have writ- 
ten him that they must turn down reciuestr. to feed children because USDA 
won t supply funds. 

Conmiittee Chairman George Mt-Oovern (I>-S.D.) agreed to withdraw tempo- 
rarily a conmiittee staff re|)ort on the t"8I)A food aid program after L'SDA 
and Republican committee members complained that it contained errors. 

Meanwhile, the House Education and Labor Committee approved a bMl yes- 
terday that would authorize an additional $25 million for summer feeding 
pn»grams. increase reimbursement for school lunch programs from G to 8 cents 
I>er meal. i>ermit any school to operate a breakfast program for poor children, 
increase funds for school lunch equipment and establish eligibility standards 
for free school lunches. 
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